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SI TE
Nane :
Location/ State :

EPA Regi on
HRS Score (date):

RCD
Dat e Signed:
Remedy/ i es:

Qperating Unit Nunber:
Capital cost:

Construction Conpl eti on:

O & Min 1988:

(after conpl etion of
Renmedy in 1988)

Present wort h:

(Capital Cost + O&M

LEAD

Rernedi al / Enf or cenent :
EPA/ St at e/ PRP:
Primary contact:

Secondary contact:

Mai n PRP(s);
PRP Cont act :

WASTE

Type:
Medi um
Oigin:

Esti mated Quantities:

RCD FACT SHEET

FRI ED | NDUSTRI ES

East Brunswi ck Townshi p, M ddl esex
County, New Jersey

Il

33.61 (June 1986 NPL Ranki ng: 565/ 703)

June 27, 1994
Gound water: Punp and Treat (chem cal
precipitation and activated carbon)
Soil: Of-site stabilization and
di sposal of arseniccontam nated
soil; off-site treatnent and
di sposal of VQCs-contaninated soil.

QU1
$5, 000, 500 (in 1993 dol | ars)
Mar ch, 1998

$476,500 (in 1993 doll ars)

$10, 956, 900 (7% di scount rate/ 30 years)

Renedi al
EPA- Lead
Thomas Poruczni k (RPM
(212) 264-7609
Charl es Tenerella (Section Chief)
(212) 264-9382
Phillip Fried (sole PRP)
Sarmmuel V. Convery, Jr. (PRP's Attorney)
137 Main Street/P.O Box 551
Met uchen, New Jersey 08840

Arsenic, VQOCs

G ound Water, soil

Di scharge of process water, poor
storage and operating practices,
deteriorating druns

900 cu. yds. Arsenic-contam nated soil
2700 cu. yds. VQOCs-contaninatred soils
(includes 400 cu. yds. of soil

contam nated with arsenic and VCCs)
Addi ti onal deep bedrock wells will be
drilled at start of design phase to
estimate the volune of ground water
to be treated



DECLARATI ON FOCR THE RECCRD OF DECI SI ON

SI TE NAME AND LOCATI ON

Fried Industries

Townshi p of East Brunswi ck, M ddlesex County, New Jersey

STATEMENT COF BASI S AND PURPCSE

Thi s deci si on docunent presents the selected renedial action for the Fried Industries Site, which was chosen
in accordance with the requirenments of the Conprehensive Environnental Response, Conpensation and Liability
Act, as anended, and to the extent practicable, the National Q| and Hazardous Substances Pol | ution
Contingency Plan. This decision docunment is based on the adm nistrative record file for this Site.

The New Jersey Departnent of Environmental Protection and Energy concurs with the sel ected remedy.
ASSESSMENT OF THE SI TE

Actual or threatened rel eases of hazardous substances fromthe Fried Industries Site, if not addressed by
i npl enenting the response action selected in this Record of Decision, may present an i nmnent and substantia
threat to public health, welfare, or the environnent.

DESCRI PTI ON OF THE SELECTED REMEDY

The sel ected renmedy represents the first and only planned operable unit for the Fried Industries Site. It
addresses contami nated surface soils on the site and groundwater contam nation in the underlying shall ow and
deep aquifers

The nmaj or conponents of the selected renmedy include the follow ng:

i Excavation, and off-site treatment and di sposal, of approxi mately 900 cubic yards of surface soi
contam nated with arsenic;

i Excavation, and off-site treatment and di sposal, of approximately 2,700 cubic yards of soi
contamnated with volatile organics

i Extraction of groundwater contaminated with volatile organics fromthe bedrock and shal | ow
aquifers, with on-site treatnment and di scharge to surface water; and

i Appropriate environmental nonitoring to ensure the effectiveness of the renedy.
DECLARATI ON OF STATUTORY DETERM NATI ONS

The selected renedy is protective of human health and the environnment, conplies with Federal and State
requirenents that are legally applicable or rel evant and appropriate to the renmedial action, and is cost
effective. If any effluent limtation for discharge to Bog Brook is not technically achievable within the
range of the treatment systemidentified in the Feasibility Study and this Record of Decision, the

Envi ronmental Protection Agency, in conjunction with the New Jersey Department of Environnental Protection
and Energy, may either relocate the treated groundwater discharge to Lawence Brook to neet that linitation
or waive the effluent linitation for Bog Brook. The renedy utilizes pernmanent solutions and alternative
treatnment (or resource recovery) technol ogies to the maxi mumextent practicable, and it satisfies the
statutory preference for renedies that enploy treatnent which reduces toxicity, nobility, or volune as their
principal element.

Because this remedy will result in hazardous substances renmai ning on the site above health-based | evel s



(contam nated groundwater), a review will be conducted within five years after commencenent of the renedi al
action to ensure that it continues to provide adequate protection of human health and the environnent.
6/ 27/ 94
WIlliamJ. Miszynski, P.E. Dat e
Deputy Regi onal Adm nistrator



RECORD OF DECI SI ON
DECI SI ON SUMVARY

Fried Industries Site

Townshi p of East Brunswick, M ddl esex County, New Jersey

United States Environmental Protection Agency
Regi on |1
New Yor k, New York

TABLE OF CONTENTS

SI TE NAME, LOCATI ON, AND DESCRI PTI ON

SI TE H STORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTI VI Tl ES
H GHLI GHTS CF COVWUNI TY PARTI CI PATI ON
SCCPE AND ROLE COF RESPONSE ACTI ON
SUMVARY OF SI TE CHARACTERI STI CS

SUMVARY OF SI TE RI SKS

REMEDI AL ACTI ON OBJECTI VES

DESCRI PTI ON OF REMEDI AL ALTERNATI VES
SUMVARY OF COVPARATI VE ANALYSI S OF ALTERNATI VES
SELECTED REMEDY

STATUTORY DETERM NATI ONS

DOCUMENTATI ON CF SI GNI FI CANT CHANGES

ATTACHVENTS

APPENDI X | . FI GURES

APPENDI X I'I. TABLES

APPENDI X I'11. ADM NI STRATI VE RECCRD | NDEX

APPENDI X | V. STATE LETTER OF CONCURRENCE



SI TE NAME, LOCATI ON, AND DESCRI PTI ON

The Fried Industries Superfund Site (the Site) is located at 11 Fresh Ponds Road, in the Townshi p of East
Brunswi ck, M ddl esex County, New Jersey (Figure 1).

Approxi mately 25,000 persons live within 3/4 mile of the Site. The closest community, with a popul ati on of
about 7,000 persons, is MIItown, whose center lies approximately 3/4 mle north of the Fried Industries
Site. The Site is located approximately 1 mile southeast of Route 1, and about 1.2 miles fromthree shopping
malls located at the intersection of Routes 1 and 130. %B2North Brunsw ck H gh School is located about 1 mle
fromFried Industries.

The Fried Industries property is approxi mately 26 acres in size, occupying Lot 20.03, Block 308.19 on the
Townshi p of East Brunswick Tax Map. The property encl oses a pond, a narsh area, several other separate
wet | ands areas, woodl and/ upl and areas, and a building conplex (Figure 2). The building conpl ex occupies
about three acres, and is conprised of several single story buildings/structures, a staging/loading area,
several above-ground and bel ow ground storage tanks, a nunber of trailers, and an abandoned railroad boxcar.
Wet | ands occupy approxi mately 70 percent of the total Site acreage, including a three-acre pond resulting
from excavations predating Fried Industries operations (Figure 3). The Site is drained by two unnamed
streams which flow into Bog Brook. Bog Brook, in turn, enpties into Lawence Brook, a tributary to the
Raritan R ver.

The Site is roughly rectangul ar in shape, bordered on the northeast by a strip of |and adjoini ng Bog Brook,
on the northwest by a residential area, on the southeast by Fresh Ponds Road, and on the sout hwest by a swanp
and undevel oped woodl and. The sole entrance to the Site is in the southeast part of the property, about a
quarter mle southwest of the juncture of Dutch Road and Fresh Ponds Road. A dirt road | eads fromthe
entrance gate to the building conpl ex.

As recently as ten years ago, the deep bedrock aquifer supplied many of the residences in the area with
potable water. At the present tine, neither of the two aquifers (the deep bedrock and the Farrington Sand
aqui fers) is being used as a source of potable water in the imediate vicinity of the Site. Residences

| ocated al ong Fresh Ponds Road no | onger make use of private wells and are now being serviced by a public

wat er supply obtained froma surface water source. Although there are approximately 150 wells | ocated w thin
a three-mle radius of the Site, the nearest well imedi ately downgradi ent of the contam nated ground-water
plume is about 1/4 mle fromthe Site. Since the contam nated ground-water plune lies entirely within Site
bound aries, this well has not been inpacted by Site contam nation.

SI TE H STORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTI VI Tl ES

From 1906 to 1920, the MIltown Sand and Cay Conpany operated a clay pit on the Fried Industries Site
property. After quarry operations concluded, no significant activities at the Site occurred until 1965, when
the East Brunswi ck Pl anning Board granted perm ssion to manufacture detergents and floor finishers on the
current Fried Industries Site property. In 1985, M. Philip Fried, the owner of the property and the
conpany, agreed to cease all nmnufacturing and production operations.

During the years that Fried Industries operated at this |ocation, the conmpany manufactured industria
strength aqueous detergent solutions, floor finishing products, adhesives, and al gicides. Products were
formul ated using chemicals purchased in bulk quantities. Ingredients included xylene, butyl cellosolve

nmet hyl carbitol, sodium netasilicate, formal dehyde, sodiumtripol yphosphate, anmonia, nethylene chloride
soap, surfactants, mneral spirits, and quaternary am nes, anong other chemicals. In addition, Fried

I ndustries produced chem cal products from conponents such as toluene and 1,1, 1-trichl oroethane. At tines,
M. Fried also leased Site facilities to other conpanies for the manufacture of autonotive antifreeze
products, including ethylene glycol and net hanol

In July 1983, the Townshi p of East Brunsw ck Departnent of Health (EBDOH) received a conplaint froma
resident living on Fresh Ponds Road regarding taste and odor problenms in water fromthe resident's well. The
EBDOH confirmed the presence of contanmination in the area by anal yzing sanples fromfive honmes al ong Fresh
Ponds Road. Al five wells were contamnated with volatile organics (VOCs), including chloroform at



concentrations up to 250 parts per billion (ppb). Because of a possible threat to human health, the Township
connected a nunber of residents in the area to the public water supply.

I'n August 1983, representatives fromthe EBDCH and the M ddl esex County Department of Health (now the
Department of Environmental Health) analyzed well water and septic tank sanples fromthe Fried Industries
Site, revealing a wide range of volatile organic contam nants, at concentrations up to 2000 ppb. In Decenber
1983, a task force conprised of federal, state, county, and township agencies, and headed by the

Envi ronnental Protection Agency (EPA), obtained a search warrant and investigated the Fried Industries Site.
Along with evidence of soil contam nation caused by chemical spills, analysis of the sanples obtained during
this investigation reveal ed that hazardous wastes were inproperly stored on the Site.

Subsequent investigations reveal ed evidence of numerous sources of contanination, including deteriorated
buried drums, drumspill areas, and stained soil areas. Process waste waters and contami nated water fromthe
drum storage and handling areas were di scharged directly onto the ground. QG her sources of contam nation
included | eaking and inproperly stored druns, abandoned | aboratory equi pnent and chem cal s, and contani nat ed
process and septic tanks. Historical aerial photographs also indicate extensive soi

di sturbances on the Fried Industries Site

Based on the information obtained during these early Site investigations, EPA proposed the Fried Industries
Site for inclusion on the National Priorities List (NPL) in Cctober 1984. The Site was added as part of the
June 1986 update to the NPL, making it eligible for cleanup under EPA' s Superfund program

EPA notified M. Fried, via letter dated April 30, 1985, that it intended to conduct a Renedial |nvestigation
& Feasibility Study (RI/FS) at the Site. This study was subsequently undertaken by contractors funded by EPA
On May 26, 1987, a Consent Decree was entered in the U S District Court, District of New Jersey, relating to
the Site. Under the terns of that Decree, M. Fried agreed to cease all manufacturing and production
operations at the Site, and to allow federal officials and agents to enter the Site for activities related to
the RI/FS.

I n Decenber 1987, EPA awarded a contract to Ebasco Services, |ncorporated (Ebasco) to conduct an R at the
Site. The main purposes of the renedial investigation were to determ ne the physical characteristics of the
Site and the sources of contamination, to evaluate the nature, nagnitude, and extent of contami nation, and to
characterize the potential health risks and environnental inpacts of the contam nants present at the Site

Data obtained during the initial renedial investigation (Phase | RI') indicated significant organic and
inorganic contamination in the vicinity of the Site buildings. |In order to accurately characterize and
del i neate the contam nation discovered in the Phase | R, EPA conducted a suppl enental study (Phase Il RI).
Ebasco began work on the Phase Il R in Cctober 1991. The Phase Il R included additional soil borings and
nmonitoring wells, an aquifer punp test, a wetlands eval uation, and anal yses of sanples taken from surface
wat er, ground water, sedinents, surface soils, subsurface soils, and test pits. The Phase Il R was
finalized in Septenber 1993.

During the initial remedial investigation, EPA determned that nany of the drums and containers at the Site
cont ai ned hazardous materials. Analytical results indicated there was a significant risk to hunman heal th and
the environnment due to the ignitable, toxic, and/or corrosive nature of the naterials in the drums and
containers. To elimnate this imediate threat, EPA authorized a Superfund Renoval Action in Septenber 1989
toinstall a security fence around the building conplex, and to renove, and properly dispose of, nearly 1200
drumns/ contai ners and 4200 | aboratory itens containing solid and |iquid hazardous naterials. This significant
action was conpleted in February 1992 at a cost of approximately $1.5 nillion. Renoving the containerized
hazardous materials, securing the Site with a fence around the buil ding conplex, and providing public water
to residences in the area greatly reduced the imediate threat of exposure to hazardous substances.

H GHLI GHTS CF COWUNI TY PARTI CI PATI ON

A public neeting was held in the East Brunsw ck Courthouse on August 18, 1988 to revi ew the proposed R
activities. EPA discussed conditions at the Site, and the objectives of the investigation activities
described in an R Wrk Pl an



A public availability session was held in the East Brunswi ck Public Library on March 4, 1992 to discuss the
results of the conpleted Phase | R and the scope of the inpending Phase Il R. Between the public neeting
and the availability session, the public was kept inforned of EPA activities by distributing several Fact
Sheet s.

The Phase Il R report, FS report, and the Proposed Plan for the Site were released to the public for coment
on Septenber 9, 1993. These docunents were nade available to the public in the admnistrative record file at
t he EPA Docket Roomin Region I, 26 Federal Plaza, New York, NY, and the information repository at:

Ref erence Desk

East Brunsw ck Public Library

2 Jean Wl ling Gvic Center Drive
East Brunswi ck, NJ 08816

The notice of availability for the above-referenced docunents was published in the Home News on Septenber 8,
1993. The public comment period on these docunents was held from Septenber 9, 1993 to Cctober 8, 1993.

On Septenber 21, 1993, EPA conducted a public nmeeting at the East Brunswi ck Senior Center to informlocal
officials and interested citizens about the Superfund process, to discuss the findings of the R, FS, and
proposed renedial activities at the Site, and to respond to any questions from area resi dents and ot her
att endees.

EPA responses to the comrents received at the public nmeeting, and in witing during the public comrent
period, are included in the Responsiveness Summary section of this Record of Decision.

SCOPE AND ROLE OF RESPONSE ACTI ON
EPA has decided to address the Site in one operable unit which will address all remaining risks at the Site.

Therefore, this Record of Decision (ROD) will address remedial alternatives for surface soils and for ground
water, and is expected to be the only ROD for the Fried Industries Site.

During the design, if significant contam nation is found in the underground storage tanks and tank car
remai ning on the Site, the contam nated tanks, and any associ ated soil contami nation, will be renoved and
treated as part of the renedial action.

EPA previously conducted a renoval action, conpleted in 1992. This action addressed deteriorating druns,
buckets, and other vessels containing hazardous materials. During the design, if significant soil

contanm nation is found in the areas that were used for staging drums, the contaminated soil will be renoved
and treated as part of the remedial action.

To ensure the safety of on-site workers, and to facilitate heavy equi pnent operations in inplenenting the
sel ected renedy, the building conplex will be denolished to elimnate the physical hazards associated with
these unsafe structures. |f significant soil contam nation is found beneath the main building, the
contanm nated soil will also be renoved and treated as part of the renmedial action.

Dat a obtained during the Rl suggests the possible presence of concentrated areas of contami nation in the
ground water, and perhaps the soil, in the vicinity of Wlls #8 and #14. Additional sanpling will determ ne
the need to renove any such ground water and/or soil "hot spots", thereby facilitating the renoval of
contami nants fromground water during the renedial action stage.

SUMVARY CF SI TE CHARACTERI STI CS

An R was performed to deternine the type and concentrati ons of contamnants in various nedia at and around
the Site. Sanples were collected fromsurface and subsurface soils, ground water, surface water, air, and
the building. Details of the results of these sanpling efforts may be found in the R reports. The

col |l ected sanpl es were anal yzed using the EPA Contract Laboratory Program procedures.



Site Ceol ogy and Hydrol ogy

The Fried Industries Site is |located on the northern part of the Atlantic Coastal Plain of New Jersey. The
subsurface strata generally consists of unconsolidated sand, gravel, silt, and clay. The dom nant aquifer
systemin this area is the Potonac-Raritan-Magothy, in which the Farrington Sand is |located. The Farrington
Sand is the major public water supply aquifer for comunities to the southeast.

The Site lies in an outcrop area of the Farrington Sand. The Raritan Fire O ay, underlying the Farrington
Sand, acts as an aquitard. The Farrington Sand aquifer outcrop area, at and around the Site (referred to as
the shallow aquifer), is utilized by private honeowners for potable water. Also in the vicinity of the Site,
the deep Triassic bedrock aquifer, until recently, was used as a source of potable water for private
residential wells. Based on data obtained during the R, ground water in both aquifers was found to flow in
a north-northeasterly direction

More than two-thirds of the Site's acreage is wetlands (Figure 3). A man-made pond, near the entrance to the
property, discharges through one of the wetlands areas to a snall stream passing east of the building
conmplex. As this streamflows northward fromthe property's northern termnus, it conbines with an unnaned
creek that runs al ong the southwest border of the Site. The conbined flow enpties into Bog Brook, which, in
turn, drains into Lawence Brook, a tributary of the Raritan R ver

Nat ure and Extent of Contam nation

The R disclosed the presence of significant contamination in the surface soil and ground water, and |limted
contami nation in the streamand swanp sedinments. Determning the nature and extent of the Site contami nation
required a conprehensive effort, including, anong other activities, thorough geophysical and soil gas
surveys, analysis of existing aerial photographs, geologic and water quality investigations, an aquifer punp
test, and a conprehensive sanpling program The R sanpling program which was conducted in two phases,

i ncl uded approxi mately 300 surface and subsurface soil sanples, 40 nonitoring well sanples, and about 50

sedi ment sanples, in addition to numerous air, surface water, drum off-site residential well, and building
wi pe sanples. To obtain subsurface soil and ground-water sanples, EPA drilled 17 nonitoring wells, installed
a punp test well and 6 piezometers, excavated 20 test pits, and drilled 19 soil borings. In addition to EPA

activities, the New Jersey Departnent of Environmental Protection and Energy (NJDEPE) conpleted a

suppl emental soil sanpling programto determ ne background | evels of arsenic and other netals in undisturbed
surface and subsurface soils. The data obtained in this effort was used to cal culate the arsenic cl eanup
level for surface soil in accordance with the NJDEPE s technical requirenents and/or proposed cleanup
criteria.

The predom nant soil contam nants, and their maxi mum detected concentrations, in parts per mllion (ppn,
are: arsenic (557 ppm, lead (465 ppn), and xylenes (145 ppm). An illustration of the range of
concentrations found in the soil is provided in Table 2 and Table 3. The maxi num det ect ed concentrati ons of
the principal contam nants found in swanp and stream sedi nent include: arsenic (199 ppm, beryllium (7.7
ppm, zinc (525 ppn), lead (221 ppn), antinony (118 ppn), and bis(2-ethyl hexyl) phthalate (2.9 ppm. The
only contami nant of significance in the pond sedinment is beryllium wth a maxi nrum detected concentrati on of
14 ppm A summary of the range of contam nation found in sedinent is provided in Table

4. In surface water, contam nants were found in concentrations that were considered not significant (Table
5).

The predom nant ground-water contam nants present in the shallow aquifer, and their maxi mum detected
concentrations, include: benzene (6.4 ppm, toluene (280 ppm, total xylenes (49 ppn), 1,1, 1-trichloroethane
(10 ppm, vinyl chloride (0.55 ppm), ethylbenzene (12 ppn), cis-1,2-dichloroethene (11 ppm, styrene (20
ppm, and trichloroethene (4.2 ppm). The principal groundwater contam nants present in the deep bedrock

aqui fer include: 1,1-dichloroethane (6.4 ppm), 1,1,1-trichloroethane (22 ppn,

trans-1, 2-di chl oroet hene (0.99 ppm), and 1, 1-dichl oroethane (0.53 ppn). An exanple of the range of

contami nation found in ground water is provided in Tables 1-1 and 1-2, and in Figures 8 and 9

The concentration |l evels of these and other contani nants, obtained fromground water in both the shallow and
deep bedrock aquifers, exceed Federal and/or State drinking water Maxi mum Contam nant Levels (MCLs) and/or



State Gound-water Quality Standards (Table 6).

The plunme of contam nated ground water in the shall ow aquifer enconpasses the building conplex and extends to
the north-northeast, and lying entirely within the boundaries of the Fried Industries Site (Figure 4). The
estimated dimensions of this plume are: 800 feet |ong by 400 feet wide by 10 feet deep. Additional deep
nmonitoring wells will be drilled into the bedrock aquifer during the design stage to determ ne the di nensions
of the deep bedrock aquifer contam nant plune

SUMVARY CF SI TE RI SKS

Based upon the results of the R, a baseline risk assessnent was conducted to estimate the risks associ ated
with current and future Site conditions. The baseline risk assessnment estimates the hunan health and
ecol ogi cal risk which could result fromthe contam nation at the Site if no renedial action were taken

The followi ng summari zes the finding of the R sk Assessnment. Additional information concerning public health
risks is presented in the R sk Assessment section of the Phase Il R report.

Human Heal th Ri sk Assessnent

The reasonabl e maxi mum human exposure is evaluated. A four-step process is utilized for assessing
site-related human health risks for a reasonabl e nmaxi mum exposure scenario: Hazard
Identification--identifies the contanminants of concern at the Site based on several factors such as
toxicity, frequency of occurrence, and concentration. Exposure Assessnent--estinates the nagnitude of actual
and/ or potential human exposures, the frequency and duration of these exposures, and the pathways

(e.g., ingesting contam nated wel | -water) by which humans are potentially exposed. Toxicity

Assessnent --determ nes the types of adverse health effects associated with chem cal exposures, and the

rel ati onshi p between magni tude of exposure (dose) and severity of adverse effects (response). Risk
Characteri zati on--sunmari zes and conbi nes outputs of the exposure and toxicity assessnents to provide a
quantitative (e.g., one-in-a-mllion excess cancer risk) assessnent of Site-related risks.

EPA uses a reference dose (RfD) and a slope factor, respectively, to cal cul ate the non-carci nogeni c and
carcinogenic risk, attributable to a particular contaninant. An RFDis an estimate of a daily exposure |eve
that is not likely to result in any appreciable risk of deleterious effects during a person's lifetinme. A
sl ope factor establishes the relationship between the dose of a chem cal and the response and is comonly
expressed as a probability of a response per unit intake of a chem cal over a human |ifespan

To assess the overall potential for carcinogenic effects to arise, EPA cal cul ates excess cancer risk. Excess
cancer risk is an estimation of the increnental probability of an individual devel oping cancer over a
lifetine as a result of exposure to the potential carcinogen. Current federal guidelines for acceptable
exposure are an excess carcinogenic risk in the range of 10[-4] to 10[-6] (approxinately one in ten thousand
to one in one mllion).

The baseline risk assessnent began with sel ecting contam nants of concern (COCs) which would be
representative of Site risks (Table 7). The COCs for the Fried Industries Superfund Site were obtai ned by
screening the Rl data according to frequency of occurrence, concentration, toxicity, and chem ca
characteristics. The nost significant COCs in the ground water include vinyl chloride, toluene

ci s-1, 2-di chl oroet hene, trans-1, 2-di chl oroet hene, 1, 1-dichl oroet hane, benzene, 1, 1-di chl oroet hene,
1,1,1-trichl oroethane, total xylenes, ethylbenzene, and phenol. COCs for soil and sedinent include
arsenic, beryllium |ead, toluene, phenol, and bis(2-ethyl-hexyl)phthal ate. Several of the contam nants,
including arsenic, vinyl chloride, and benzene, are known to cause cancer in laboratory aninmals and are
suspected of being hunman carci nogens (Table 8).

The area surrounding the Fried property is zoned for residential use, as evidenced by the presence of hones
all around the Site. Back in 1965, the East Brunsw ck Pl anning Board re-zoned the Fried property for
comrercial se, including light industrial use. However, because of the potential for future residential use
on the non-wetl and portions of the 26-acre property, the nmore stringent criteria required by a future
residential use scenario were incorporated in the risk assessment. Residential use of land inplies the use



of ground water; accordingly, the potentiality for use of ground water had to be considered in the risk
assessnent.

Al possible exposure pat hways were considered in the risk assessment, including inhalation, ingestion, and
absorption of chemcals originating from subsurface and surface soil sources, ground water from both the
shal | ow and deep bedrock aquifers, stream pond, and marsh sedi ment, surface water, air, and building
surfaces. Table 9 contains a sunmary of the carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic risks arising fromthese
sour ces

Lifetime cancer risks were calculated for exposure pathways in present and future | and use scenarios (Tables
10-1 through 10-3 contain Site-specific paranmeters and assunptions used in the calculation of chronic daily
intakes and risks; Table 11 describes the derivation of Site-specific chronic daily intakes). At the present
tinme, there are no people residing on the Site property.

Therefore, exposure pathways were evaluated for Site workers and for adults and children trespassing on the
Site property. Under present use conditions, the pathways associated with the greatest carcinogenic risks
invol ved surface soil ingestion, with excess cancer risks of 2.9 x 10[-6] for adult Site workers, and 1.5 x
10[-6] for adult trespassers. This neans that nearly three additional adult Site workers out of one mllion
and two additional trespassing adults out of one million could be at increased risk of devel opi ng cancer if
the surface soil were ingested. Arsenic is the prinmary contam nant responsible for the excess cancer risks
in surface soil. The estinmated cancer risks for sedinment ingestion in the present use scenario are 1.6 X
10[-6] for trespassing adults, and 1.5 x 10[-6] for trespassing children. Berylliumis the prinmary CCC
responsi bl e for the excess cancer risks in the sedinent. A four of these estinated cancer risks are well
within the EPA guidelines for acceptable exposure (10[-4] to 10[-6]). Present use scenari os were not

eval uated for ground-water pathways because, at the present tine, there are no pathways of exposure for the
consunption of ground water.

Because the potential exists for portions of the Fried property to be developed into a residential area
pat hways were exam ned under a future residential |and use scenario. The highest future use risks are

associated with surface soil ingestion under a residential use scenario; nanely, 3.8 x 10[-6] for resident
adults, and 3.0 x 10[-6] for resident children. Arsenic is primarily responsible for these excess cancer
risks in the surface soil. R sks from sedi ment ingestion under the future residential use scenario are

1.6 x 10[-6] for resident adults, and 1.5 x 10[-6] for resident children. Berylliumis the primary COC
responsi bl e for these excess cancer risks in the sedinent. Al four estinates are within the guidelines for
accept abl e exposure.

In addition to sedinent and surface soil pathways, ground-water exposure pathways were eval uated under a
future use scenario. Five ground-water exposure pathways exceeded the acceptabl e cancer risk range of 10[-4]
to 10[-6]. For ground water in the shallow aquifer, the estimated cancer risks for ingestion, dermal contact
(whil e showering), and inhalation of volatiles (while showering), by resident adults, are 1.6 x 10[-2] (1.6
in a hundred), 2.0 x 10[-3] (2.0 in a thousand), and 1.3 x 10[-2], respectively. The COCs prinarily
responsi bl e for these excess cancer risks in the shallow aquifer are vinyl chloride, benzene, and arsenic.
Simlarly, for deep bedrock aquifer ground water, the estimated cancer risks for ingestion, dernal contact
(whil e showering), and inhalation of volatiles (while showering), by resident adults, are 4.8 x 10[-3], 5.6 x
10[-5] (5.6 in a hundred thousand), and 3.9 x 10[-3], respectively. Vinyl chloride, benzene, and

1, 1-di chl oroet hene are the primary COCs responsi ble for the excess cancer risks in the deep bedrock aquifer.
The results of the baseline risk assessnent clearly indicate that ground water, in both the shall ow and
bedrock aquifers, poses an unacceptable risk to human health and the environment.

To assess the overall potential for non-carcinogenic effects, EPA devel oped the Hazard Index (H). This
index is calculated by conparing, as a ratio, the exposure |level over a specified tinme period (e.g.
lifetine) with a reference dose derived for a simlar exposure period. Current federal guidelines for
accept abl e exposures require H's not to exceed 1.0.

The baseline risk assessnent cal cul ated the potentials for non-carcinogenic effects (H's) under the same
present and future use scenarios as for carcinogenic risks. For non-ground-water pathways under present use
conditions, there were no instances where the H exceeded 1.0. For ground-water pathways, present use



scenari os were not evaluated due to the absence of realistic routes of exposure

Under the future use scenario, the highest H's were calculated for resident children and resident adults
exposed to contam nated ground water via various pathways; H's for exposure to surface soil and sedinments did
not exceed 1.0. For ground water in the shallow aquifer, the maxi numH s associated with ingestion, derna
contact (while showering), and inhalation of volatiles (while showering), for resident children, are 197
25.6, and 450, respectively. Simlarly, for adult residents, the corresponding Hs are 98.3, 19.5, and 225.
The primary COCs producing these non-carcinogenic risks in the shall ow aquifer ground water include tol uene,
cis-1, 2-dichloroethene, 2-butanone, and 2, 4-di nmet hyl phenol. For deep bedrock

aqui fer ground water, the maxi mum H's for ingestion and inhalation of volatiles (while showering) for
resident children are 24.0 and 7.6, respectively. Sinmlarly, for adult residents, the corresponding H's are

12.0 and 3.8. In the deep bedrock aquifer, the COCs responsible for nost of the non-carcinogenic risks
include 1,1, 1-trichl oroethane, 1, 1-dichloroethane, 1, 1-dichloroethene, trans-1, 2-di chl oroet hene, and
2-met hyl phenol. As with the carcinogenic risks, evaluation of the potentials for non-carcinogenic effects

indicates that the ground water, in both the shallow and bedrock aquifers, poses an unacceptable risk to
human heal th and the environment.

In summary, the baseline risk assessnent identified unacceptabl e carci nogenic and non-carcinogenic risks to
human health and the environnent from ground water in the shallow and deep bedrock aquifers. |In addition to
the extraction and on-site treatment of ground water fromboth aquifers, renediation of the ground water will
be expedited and facilitated by excavating the surface and subsurface soil from several |ocations containing
hi gh concentrations of volatile organics (Figure 7) and transporting this material to an appropriate off-site
facility for treatnent and di sposal

The baseline risk assessnent for surface soils evaluated a | arge data set representing nore than 200 surface
soil sanples collect ed across the entire 26 acre Site. Al though the risk assessnment indicated that
carcinogenic risks were within EPA s acceptable risk range, EPA and NJDEPE have concerns about the el evated
concentrations of arsenic at several specific locations (Figure 6) in the surface soil. Essentially all of
the carcinogenic risk in the surface soil is due to arsenic, a Cass "A" carcinogen. Under the future
residential |and use scenario, resident children could be exposed to carcinogenic risks exceeding 10[-6] if
they play in the areas containing high levels of arsenic in the surface soil. These |ocalized areas have
concentrations of arsenic that significantly exceed the concentration used to cal cul ate the risks posed by
exposure to arsenic in surface soil. Therefore, EPA and NJDEPE are proposing renediation of these |ocalized
areas of elevated arsenic contam nation as an appropriate ri sk nanagement neasure. For this purpose, an
arsenic cleanup level of 27 ppmwas determ ned using Site-specific arsenic

background data (Table 12).

Envi ronnental Ri sk Assessnent

The reasonabl e maxi mum envi ronnent al exposure is evaluated. A four-step process is utilized for assessing
Site-rel ated ecol ogical risks for a reasonabl e maxi mum exposure scenario: Problem Fornmulation - a
qualitative evaluation of contam nant release, mgration, and fate; identification of contam nants of

concern, receptors, exposure pathways, and known ecol ogi cal effects of the contami nants; and sel ecti on of
endpoints for further study. Exposure Assessnent--a quantitative eval uation of contam nant rel ease,

mgration, and fate; characterizati on of exposure pathways and receptors; and nmeasurenent or estimation of
exposure point concentrations. Ecol ogical Effects Assessnent--literature reviews, field studies, and toxicity
tests, |inking contam nant concentrations to effects on ecol ogical receptors. R sk
Characteri zati on--measurenent or estimation of both current and future adverse effects. Unlike human health
ri sk assessnents, ecological risk assessments focus on the popul ati on and ecosystem | evels. Because there is
a scarcity of toxicity data relevant to wildlife, it is difficult to draw inferences at the populati on and
ecosystens level. Thus, this ecol ogical assessnent is largely qualitative.

The ecol ogi cal risk assessment eval uated the contaninants associated with the Site in conjunction with
Site-specific biological species/habitat information. The sedinent and surface water COCs fo this assessnent
include: 1,1-dichloroethane, bis (2-ethyl-hexyl) phthalate, 1,1-dichloroethene, |ead, silver, and nickel
Detailed information on the potential ecological effects of the COCs and other Site contam nants is contained
in Section 5.8 of the Phase Il R report.



Approxi mately 70 percent of the Site is conprised of wetlands and associ ated open water habitats. Wth the
exception of the area in the vicinity of the building conplex, the Site contains several different upland and
wet | ands habitats supporting nunmerous and diverse wildlife species. Mich of the Fried Industries Site was
previously disturbed by clay mning operations.

Al t hough the Hensl ow s sparrow and the wood turtle (state endangered and threatened, respectively) have both
been recorded in the vicinity of the Site, no endangered or threatened ani mal species were recorded on the
Fried property. Simlarly, no threatened or endangered plant species are known to inhabit the Site, although
Swanmp pink, a federally listed threatened species, has been found to occur in this area of New Jersey.

The potential inpacts of contaninant exposure on |ocal biota were assessed with a review of avail able
criteria and the relevant literature. The primary sources for this information include the Federal Ambient
Water Quality Criteria (surface water) and data conplied by the National QOceanic and Atnospheric

Adm ni stration (sedinent).

Exam nation of the conbined surface water and sedi nent data fromthe R, and conparison of this data to

ecol ogi cal assessnent val ues cited above, have reveal ed that organi ¢ and inorganic contam nants are present
at levels which, potentially, could cause adverse ecol ogical inpacts. However, analysis of background soils
and Bog Brook background surface water and sediment indicate that contam nation is due prinmarily, if not
totally, to regional natural background conditions. An EPA assessment of the nacroinvertebrate popul ation
present in this segment of the brook indicated that the macroi nvertebrates were severely inpacted. However,
popul ati ons of nacroi nvertebrates present in segments of the brook, |ocated both upgradi ent (background) and
downgr adi ent, were also severely inpacted. Gven this information, and the fact that only a small portion of
the Site drains to the brook, the contam nation and resultant inpacts on the stream cannot be excl usively
related to Site contam nation. Furthernore, any mninal benefits which mght be derived fromrenedi ation of
the streamwoul d be shortlived unless the upgradient portion of the streamwere renedi ated i n conjunction
with the elimnation of all upgradi ent sources contributing to the contam nation

Actual or threatened rel eases of hazardous substances fromthis Site, if not addressed by the preferred
alternative or one of the other active nmeasures considered, may present a current or potential threat to
public health, welfare, or the environment.

Uncertainties

The procedures and inputs used to assess risks in this evaluation, as in all such assessments, are subject to
a wde variety of uncertainties. In general, the main sources of uncertainty include

- environmental chem stry sanpling and anal ysis
- environmental paraneter neasurenent

- fate and transport nodeling

- exposure paraneter estimation

- toxicological data

Uncertainty in environmental sanpling arises in part fromthe potentially uneven distribution of chemcals in
the nedia sanpled. Consequently, there is significant uncertainty as to the actual |evels present.

Envi ronnent al cheni stry-anal ysis error can stemfrom several sources, including the errors inherent in the
anal ytical methods and characteristics of the matrix being sanpl ed.

Uncertainties in the exposure assessnent are related to estimates of how often an individual would actually
come in contact with the chemcals of concern, the period of tine over which such exposure would occur, and
in the nodels used to estinate the concentrations of the chemcals of concern at the point of exposure

Uncertainties in toxicol ogical data occur in extrapolating both fromanimals to humans and fromhigh to | ow
doses of exposure, as well as fromthe difficulties in assessing the toxicity of a mixture of chenicals

Uni dentified contaminants and tentatively identified conpounds (TICs) detected at the Site serve as

addi tional sources of uncertainty. These uncertainties are addressed by naki ng conservative assunptions
concerning risk and exposure paraneters throughout the assessment. As a result, the R sk Assessment provides



upper - bound estinates of the risks to populations near the Site, and is highly unlikely to underestinate
actual risks related to the Site.

REMEDI AL ACTI ON OBJECTI VES

Remedi al action objectives are specific goals to protect human health and the environnent. These objectives
are based on avail abl e data, standards such as applicable or relevant and appropriate requirenents (ARARs),
and risk-based | evels established in the risk assessnent. The follow ng renmedi al action objectives were

est abl i shed:

i Prevent exposure to areas with arsenic concentrations in surface soils (approxi mately 900 cy
greater than 27 ppm; and

i Restore contam nated ground water, in the shallow and bedrock aquifers, to applicable drinking
wat er st andar ds.

DESCRI PTI ON OF REMEDI AL ALTERNATI VES

The Conprehensi ve Environmental Response, Conpensation, and Liability Act, as anended (CERCLA), requires that
each selected site remedy be protective of human health and the environnent, be cost effective, conply with
other statutory laws, and utilize permanent solutions, alternative treatnent technol ogi es, and resource
recovery alternatives to the maxi numextent practicable. |In addition, the statute includes a preference for
the use of treatment as a principal elenment for the reduction of toxicity, mobility, or

vol ume of the hazardous substances.

The FS report evaluates, in detail, four renedial alternatives for addressing the contam nati on associ at ed
with surface soil (source control), and three renedial alternatives for addressing the ground-water
cont am nat i on.

These alternatives are:

SOURCE CONTROL ALTERNATI VES
The source control alternatives di scussed bel ow were devel oped to address areas of concentrated arsenic
contami nation in the surface soil. Accordingly, surface soil renedial alternatives have been devel oped to
effectively reduce the potential for hunman ingestion of arsenic fromareas of high arsenic contam nation in

the surface soil.

Alternative SCG1: No Action

Estimated Capital Cost: $0
Esti mated Annual Operation and

Mai nt enance (O & M Cost: $0
Esti mated 5- Year Revi ew Cost: $ 20, 000
Estimated Present Wirth Cost: $ 43, 200
Esti mated Construction Timne: None

CERCLA and the National G| and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP) require the eval uation
of a "No Action" alternative to serve as a point of conparison with other remedial action alternatives. The
"No Action" alternative for the Fried Industries surface soil consists of |eaving the contaninated soil in
pl ace. Because this alternative would result in contam nants renaining on the Site above health-based
levels, CERCLA requires that the Site be reviewed at |east every five years. If justified by the review,
remedi al actions may be inplenented to remove or treat the contamnated soils. No other action is proposed
under this alternative.

Alternative SC-2: Limted Action (Institutional Controls)



Estimated Capital Cost: $ 73, 400
Estimated Annual O & M Cost: $ 50, 800
Estimated 5-Year Review Cost: $ 20, 000
Estimated Present Worth Cost: $ 746, 600
Estimated Construction Tine: Six nonths

The "Limted Action" alternative would allowthe Site to remain in its present condition, as in the "No
Action" alternative (SC-1). In addition, this alternative includes nonitoring, fence installation, |and use
restrictions, and a public awareness and education programfor the community. Because this alternative would
result in contaminants renaining on the Site, CERCLA requires that the Site be reviewed at | east every five
years.

Alternative SC3: Excavation/On-Site Treatment/On-Site D sposal

Estimated Capital Cost: $ 561, 500
Estimated Annual O & MCost: $ 0
Estimated 5- Year Review Cost: $ 20, 000
Estimated Present Worth Cost: $ 604, 600
Estimated Construction Tinme: One Year

This alternative consists of the excavation of approxi mately 900 cubi c yards of contam nated surface soils,
on-site stabilization, and on-site disposal of the stabilized soil.

Surface soil contaminated with arsenic would be excavated and treated in an on-site stabilization plant.

Soi | disturbance may result in the generation of fugitive dust and volatiles, requiring air nonitoring and
engi neering controls. The excavated soil would be mxed with chemcals and water, resulting in the netals
becom ng bound within a solid matrix. The treated soil would then be tested to ensure that surface soil
cleanup levels are met before redepositing on the Site. The excavated areas woul d be backfilled with treated
soil. An upland area near the Site entrance would be used for the disposal of the additional volune of
material resulting fromthe addition of solidification agents to the soil during the stabilization process.
The surface woul d be graded and provided with a topsoil cover.

In addition, the four underground storage tanks and tank car still remaining on the Site woul d be
investigated during the design phase to determine if the tanks, and any significant associated soil

contam nation, should be removed. |If significant soil contamnation is found beneath the main buil ding,
and/or in the areas used for staging druns renoved during the renoval action, the contam nated soil wll be
renmoved and treated as part of the renedial action. Additional sanpling during the design will deternine the
need for removal of soil "hot spots" containing zinc, in order to hel p neet surface water discharge
requirenents for treated ground water.

Alternative SC4: Excavation/Of-Site Treatnent/Of-Site Disposal

Estimated Capital Cost: $ 6
Estimated Annual O & MCost: $ 0
Estimated 5-Year Review Cost: $ O
Estimated Present Worth Cost: $ 652, 500
Estimated Construction Tine: One Year

Like Alternative SC-3, this alternative includes excavating 900 cubic yards of surface soil contam nated with
arsenic. The excavated naterial, however, would be transported to an off-site, Resource Conservation and

Recovery Act (RCRA) permtted facility for treatnent and ultinate disposal. For costing purposes, it was
assuned that the naterial would be stabilized at the off-site facility. dean fill would be used to
backfill the excavated areas.

Additionally, the four underground storage tanks and tank car still remaining on the Site woul d be

investigated during the design phase to determine if the tanks, and any significant associated soil
contamination, should be renmoved. |If significant soil contam nation is found beneath the main building,



and/or in the areas used for staging druns renoved during the renoval action, the contam nated soil wll be
renmoved and treated as part of the renedial action. Additional sanpling during the design will deternine the
need for removal of soil "hot spots" containing zinc, in order to hel p neet surface water discharge
requirenents for treated ground water.

GROUND- WATER ALTERNATI VES

The ground-water alternatives discussed bel ow were devel oped to address the inorgani c and organic
contami nation in the shallow (Farrington Sand) and deep (underlying Triassic bedrock) aquifers.

Alternative GW¥1: No Action

Estimated Capital Cost: $0
Estimated Annual O & MCost: $ 0O
Esti mated 5-Year Review Cost: $ 20, 000
Estimated Present Worth Cost: $ 43, 200
Estimated Construction Tine: None

The CERCLA and NCP regul ations require the evaluation of a "No Action" alternative to serve as a baseline for
conparison with other remedial action alternatives. The "No Action" alternative for the Fried Industries
ground-wat er contam nation consists of |eaving the ground water undi sturbed. Because this alternative woul d
result in |leaving contami nants on the Site above heal t h-based | evel s, CERCLA requires that the Site be
reviewed at |east every five years. |If justified by the review, remedial actions nay be

inplenented to renobve or treat the contam nated ground water. No other action is proposed under this

al ternative.

Alternative GM2: Limted Action (Institutional Controls)

Estimated Capital Cost: $ 29, 700
Estimated Annual O & M Cost: $ 53, 900
Estimated 5- Year Review Cost: $ 20, 000
Estimated Present Wrth Cost: $ 742, 100
Estimated Construction Tinme: Six nonths

Like the "No Action" alternative (GN¥1), the "Limted Action" alternative would allow the ground water to
remai n undi sturbed. |In addition, the "Linited Action" alternative includes a public awareness and educati on
program for the community, and water use restrictions. Because this alternative would result in |eaving
contam nants on the Site, CERCLA requires that the Site be reviewed at | east every five years.

Alternative GM3: Punping and Treating of Gound Water/Limted Source Extraction

This alternative includes punping contam nated ground water collected fromboth the shall ow and deep bedrock
aquifers to an on-site ground-water treatnment system The treatnent systemwoul d include chem cal
precipitation for metals renoval, followed by treatment of the organics. The treated ground water would then
be di scharged to Bog Brook, at a rate of about 10 gallons per nminute. The ground water would be treated to
neet applicable Federal and State requirements (Table 14). To facilitate the renoval of organic contaninants
fromthe ground water via the ground-water treatnent system several areas of concentrated VOCs contami nation
in the soil, enconpassing approximately 2,700 cubic yards (based on the presence of xylenes above 10 ppm and
chl orof orm above 1 ppm), would be renpbved and transported to an appropriate off-site facility for treatnent
and/ or disposal. Approxinmately 400 cubic yards of the VOC-contam nated soil is also part of the soil volune
contam nated with arsenic at concentrations

requiring remediation. This 400 cubic yards of soil would be subject to off-site treatnment and di sposal in
accordance with RCRA and ot her waste disposal regulations. Cean fill would be used to backfill the

excavat ed areas.

Addi tional sanpling during the design will determine the need for renoval of ground-water "hot spots"
containing zinc, in order to help neet surface water discharge requirenents for treated ground water.



Two different technol ogies for the treatnent of organic contaminants in ground water are presented in the
foll owi ng two options

Option 1. Precipitation, Activated Carbon, and D scharge to Surface Water

Estimat ed Capital Cost: $ 4, 348, 000
Esti mated Annual O & M Cost: $ 476, 500
Esti nmat ed 5- Year Review Cost: $ 20, 000
Estimated Present Worth Cost: $ 10, 304, 400
Esti mated Construction Tinme: One Year

Esti mated Conpl etion Tine: 30 Years

Gound water, pre-treated for metals renoval, woul d pass through a
carbon adsorption system including multiple carbon units, for renova
of the organic contam nants. The treated effluent would be di scharged
to Bog Brook (Table 14). The ground-water treatnent system would be
nonitored to assure proper operation and confirmthat surface discharge
requirenents are being nmet. For costing purposes, the length of time
to conpl ete the ground-water phase of the renedial action was estinated
to be 30 years. The actual tine required woul d be determ ned during
the remedi al design. The sludge and spent activated carbon woul d be
properly disposed of at an off-site facility in accordance with

Federal and State regul ations.

ption 2: Precipitation, Air Stripping/Activated Carbon, and Discharge to Surface Water

Estimated Capital Cost: $ 4, 440, 600
Estimated Annual O & M Cost: $ 599, 800
Estimat ed 5- Year Review Cost: $ 20, 000
Estimated Present Wrth Cost: $ 11, 926, 500
Esti mated Construction Tinme: One Year

Esti mated Conpl etion Time: 30 Years

ption 2 is simlar to Option 1, except that the organic contam nants
woul d be renoved via an air stripper, followed by an activated carbon
unit. In addition to off-site disposal of the resulting sludge and
spent carbon, the air stripper off-gas would be treated prior to being
vented to the atnosphere

SUMVARY OF COWPARATI VE ANALYSI S OF ALTERNATI VES

In accordance with the NCP, a detailed analysis of each renedial alternative was conducted with respect to
each of the nine criteria described bel ow. This section di scusses and conpares the performance of the remedi al
alternatives considered against these criteria. Al selected alternatives nust at |east attain the Threshol d
Criteria. The selected alternative should provide the best bal ance anong the nine criteria. The Mdifying
Criteria were evaluated follow ng the public comrent period. These nine criteria were devel oped to address
the requirenents of Section 121 of CERCLA to ensure all inmportant considerations are factored into remedy

sel ecti on deci sions.

Threshold Criteria

1. Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environnment addresses
whet her or not an alternative provi des adequate protection and
describes how risks posed through each pathway are elim nated
reduced, or controlled through treatnent, engineering controls, or
institutional controls.



2. Conpl i ance with Applicable and Rel evant and Appropriate
Requi rements (ARARs) addresses whether or not an alternative wll
meet all of the ARARs of the Federal and State environnental
statutes or provide a basis for invoking a waiver.

Primary Balancing Oriteria

3. Long-term Effecti veness and Pernmanence refers to the magnitude of
residual risk and the ability of an alternative to naintain
reliable protection of human health and the environment over tine
once remedi al objectives have been net.

4. Reduction of Toxicity, Mbility, or Volume addresses the statutory
preference for selecting renedial actions that enploy treatnment
technol ogi es that permanently and significantly reduce toxicity,
nmobi lity, or volune of the hazardous substances as a principal elenent.

5. Short-term Effectiveness refers to the period of tine that is
needed to achi eve protection, as well as the alternative's
potential to create adverse inpacts on hunan health and the
environment that may result during the construction and
i mpl enent ati on peri od.

6. Inplenmentability is the technical and adm nistrative feasibility
of a remedy, including the availability of naterials and services
needed to i nplenent a particular alternative.

7. Cost includes estinmated capital and operati on and nai nt enance
costs, and the present worth costs.

Modi fying Oriteria

8. State acceptance indi cates whether, based on its review of the R
and FS reports and the Proposed Plan, the State supports, opposes,
and/or has identified any reservations with the preferred
alternative.

9. Community acceptance refers to the public's general
response to the alternatives described in the Proposed Plan and
the Rl and FS reports. Responses to public comrents are addressed
in the Responsiveness Summary of this Record of Decision.

A conparative analysis of these alternatives, based upon the evaluation criteria noted above, is presented
bel ow.

Overal |l Protection of Human Health and the Environnent

In evaluating the source control (surface soil) alternatives, the "No Action" (SC-1) and "Limited Action”
(SC-2) alternatives do not offer adequate protection of human health because of the levels of arsenic that
woul d remain untreated in the surface soils under a future residential use scenario. Alternatives SC-1 and
SC-2 woul d not reduce the human health hazards associated with surface soil ingestion of arsenic, although
SC-2 would slightly reduce the likelihood of exposure. Alternative SC3 would offer adequate overall
protection by inmmobilizing arsenic and other netals in a solid matrix di sposed of on the Site. Alternative
SC-4, by renoving the contam nated surface soil for off-site treatment and di sposal, woul d

al so of fer adequate protection.

In evaluating the ground-water alternatives, the "No Action" (GWN1) and "Linited Action" (GN2) alternatives



offer some protection of human health, but do not offer adequate protection of the environnent because high
l evel s of organics and inorganics would renain in the ground water. Furthernore,

the institutional controls in Alternative GM2 woul d provi de some public health protection through use
restrictions and limted Site access. The active renediation described in Alternative GM3, however, woul d
attenpt to restore the contam nated ground water to Federal and State MCLs and New Jersey G ound-water

Qual ity Standards, and woul d provide better overall protection of human health and the environment.

Conpl i ance with ARARs

In evaluating the source control (surface soil) alternatives, the "No Action" (SC-1) and "Limted Action"
(SC-2) alternatives would neet |ocation-specific ARARs, as would active Alternatives SC-3 and SC-4. Based
upon netals contents and | eachability characteristics of the soils, it is anticipated that A ternative SC3
woul d conply with the RCRA Land Disposal Restrictions (LDRs). |If the selected treatment technol ogy cannot
neet the LDR standards for characteristic wastes, a treatability variance nay berequired.

Up to six acres of wetlands nmay be disturbed during inplenentation of the selected renedy. Appropriate
remedi al measures to protect or restore such wetland areas will be determ ned during the Renedi al Design.
Due to the proximty of surface water bodi es and wetl ands, waivers nay be needed for sone |ocation-specific
ARARs such as the State's transition area rules to conduct renedial activities under Alternatives SC 3 and
SC-4; the need for such ARAR waivers woul d be determ ned during the remedial design stage. Alternative SC 4
woul d conply with all ARARs for transport, treatnent, and disposal of the contamnated soil. Al activities
woul d be conducted in accordance with action-specific ARARs.

Contami nant levels in the ground water are above established Federal and State MCLs and State G ound-water
Quality Standards, and calculations indicate that there would not be any appreciable attenuation over tine.
Therefore, inplementing the "No Action" and "Limted Action" ground-water alternatives G¥1 and GW#2) woul d
not neet ARARs in a reasonable anount of time. For Alternative GM¥3, the extraction and treatnent of the
shal | ow and bedrock aquifer ground water would continue until chem cal -specific ARARs

are net. The treated ground-water discharge streamwould al so be nmonitored for conpliance with discharge to
surface water ARARs. Should any effluent limtation for discharge to Bog Brook (which is an internmittent
strean) not be technically achievable within the range of the treatment systemidentified in the Feasibility
Study and the ROD, EPA, in conjunction with NJDEPE, may either relocate the treated ground-water discharge to
Lawr ence Brook (which is a continuous flowing strean) to neet that limtation, or waive the effluent
limtation for Bog Brook.

Since the Fried Industries Site is largely wetlands, ground-water treatnent facilities (Alternative GN¥3)
woul d be erected in the large upland area near the entrance to the Site. It would be necessary to waive

| ocation-specific ARARs because the treatment facilities would be located within a wetlands transition area
as defined by New Jersey Transition Area Rul es.

Several action-specific ARARs al so address the conduct of renedial actions around wetland areas. Since nmuch
of the Site is either wetland or open water, an ARAR wai ver may be necessary because it is technically
inpracticable to inplenment the renedy when there is inadequate roomfor treatnent units and auxiliary

equi pnent. | npacted wetland areas are expected to be ninimal; however, those wetland areas that are inpacted
will be restored in accordance with federal and State requirenents.

Long- Term Ef f ecti veness and Per manence

The "No Action" and "Limted Action" alternatives (SC1, SC2, GV¥1, and GN¥2) would not provide an
acceptabl e reduction in risk in the surface soil and ground water. Each of these alternatives woul d
result in hazardous substances remaining on the Site; this would require that EPA review the Site at |east
every five years.

Both Alternative SCG3 and Alternative SC-4 would renediate the surface soil for arsenic and other netals.
However, Alternative SC-3 would require long-termmonitoring to ensure the integrity of the on-site
stabilized material. Therefore, off-site stabilization and disposal (SC4) would provide superior |ong-term
ef fecti veness and pernmanence.



Alternative GM3 would be consistent with the long-termeffectiveness goals for the Site by treating the
ground water until MCLs are achieved, or until it is denonstrated that it is technically infeasible to attain
remedi ation goal s.

Reduction in Toxicity, Mbility, or Vol ume

The "No Action" and "Limted Action"” alternatives (SC 1, SC2, GN¥1l, and GN¥2) do not achieve any significant
reduction in the toxicity of the contam nated soils and ground water. Mgration of contaminants in soil and
in ground water would continue, and, due to this nobility, the vol unes of

contami nated soil and ground water would increase with tine.

Alternative SC 3 woul d achi eve effective reduction in nmobility of arsenic through stabilization. However,
stabilization results in an increase in the volume of contaninated material through the addition of
solidifying reagents. Although the toxicity actually remains the same, the solidified matrix makes it

i naccessi bl e.

In Alternative SC4, arsenic would be immbilized at an off-site facility, and disposed of at an off-site
landfill. Hence, Alternative SC4 would be effective at reducing the nobility of arsenic contam nated
surface soils; as in Alternative SC-3, the toxicity of the material would not be reduced through
stabilization.

Alternative GM3 is effective in reducing the toxicity, nobility, and volume of ground-water contam nants by
renmovi ng both organi ¢ and inorganic contam nants via treatment.

Short-Term Ef fecti veness

The "No Action" and "Limted Action" alternatives (SC1, SC2, GM1, and G¥2) woul d have no significant
short-terminpacts. The soil treatment alternatives (SC3 and SC-4) involve disturbing the soil, which would
generate fugitive dust and volatiles fromSite operations. However, these concerns could be effectively
addressed through air nmonitoring and engi neering controls.

Both soil treatment alternatives would require the inplenentation of a health and safety plan to mninize any
risks to on-site workers and nearby residents. The anount of tine until protectiveness is achieved could
increase substantially for SG3 if an off-site staging area is required for inplenentation (see discussion
below). The tinme to reach protectiveness for Alternatives SC-3 and SC-4 is estimated to be one year.

The installation of extraction wells and the collection systemin Alternative G¥3 al so invol ves sone soil
di sturbance, generating fugitive dust and possibly volatiles fromdrilling and excavati on operations. Air
noni tori ng and engi neering controls nay be necessary to reduce airborne dust and em ssions. A health and
safety plan would be required to mnimze any risks to on-site workers and nearby residents fromwell
installation and trench construction operations. The tine to reach protectiveness for Alternative G¥3 is
estimated to be 30 years.

I npl enentability

There are no problenms inplementing the "No Action" alternatives (SCG1 and GW¥1) because they would only
involve five-year reviews. The "Linmted Action" alternatives (SC2 and GM2) are al so easily inplenentable,
involving only five-year reviews, nonitoring, |and use restrictions, and fence installation (SC 2).

Alternative SC-3 would be easily inplenented froma technol ogy standpoint. However, Aternative SC 3 may
require nearby areas for the staging of equipnent and naterials handling, due to the extensive on-site

wet |l ands; therefore, Alternative SC-3 nay not be easy to inplenent |logistically. The off-site stabilization
alternative (SC4) uses the sanme proven technol ogy, but woul d be easier than Alternative SC3 to inpl enent
because the excavated soils would be treated and di sposed of at off-site facilities, obviating the need for
addi tional staging areas near the Site. Aside fromthe obvious inpacts caused by the excavation of
contanminated soils fromwetland areas, and the disturbances arising fromthe installation of piping and

rel ated equi pment for the extraction wells and collection trench, there shouldn't be any additional



di sruptions to the wetl ands areas.

The treatment steps in ground-water Alternative G¥3 include conventional wastewater treatment processes that
have been used extensively to treat contam nated ground water. The technology is well-devel oped and
comrercial ly available. Al though considerable institutional management is necessary to ensure proper
operation, maintenance, and conpliance with various regul ati ons and requirements, these should not pose any
unusual difficulties.

A common i npl enent ati on probl em encountered during renediation of Superfund sites is the need for an on-site
staging area. Any planned ground-water and/or soil renediation activities will require staging areas for
material s, equi pnent, decontam nation, and support services. The limted availability of a staging area due
to the presence of extensive wetlands at the Site, as well as safety reasons, will likely require that the
bui | di ng conpl ex be denol i shed

Cost

Esti mated present worth costs for stabilization of surface soils are $604,600 for Alternative SC-3 (on-site
stabilization/disposal) and $652,500 for Alternative SC4 (off-site stabilization/disposal). Due to the

m nor cost differences between the two alternatives, and the nore difficult inplementability of Alternative
SC-3, Alternative SC-4 is considered to be the nost cost-effective alternative that would be protective of
human health and the environnent.

The estimated present worth of the treatnent options in Alternative G¥3 is $10, 304,400 for Option 1
(activated carbon system) and $11, 926,500 for Qption 2 (air stripping/activated carbon). Alternative GN3,
Option 1, is the nost cost-effective groundwater alternative that woul d be protective of hunan health and the
envi ronnent .

St at e Accept ance
The State of New Jersey supports the selected remedy presented in this Record of Decision.
Conmmuni ty Accept ance

Community acceptance was eval uated after the close of the public comrent period. Witten coments received
during the public comrent period, as well as verbal comments during the public nmeeting on Septenber 21, 1993,
were eval uated. The responses to these comments are addressed in the Responsiveness Sunmary.

Comrent s recei ved during the public comrent period indicated that the |ocal residents were nostly satisfied
with the preferred alternatives for the soil and ground water

SELECTED REMEDY

Based upon consideration of the requirenments of CERCLA, the detailed analysis of the alternatives using the
nine criteria, and public comments, EPA and NJDEPE have deternined that Alternative SC 4 (Excavation/Of-Site
Treatnment/ Off-Site D sposal), and Alternative GW#3 Option 1 (Punping and Treating of Ground Water/Limted
Source Extraction) is the nost appropriate renedy for the Fried Industries Site

The maj or conponents of the selected remedy include the follow ng:
For surface soils:

Excavation of about 900 cubic yards from areas of el evated arsenic
contamnation in the surface soil (Figure 6), off-site stabilization,
and of f-site disposal of the stabilized surface soil. Treatnent
residuals will be disposed of, at an appropriate off-site facility, in
accordance with CERCLA requirements. During design, if significant
soil contam nation is found in the vicinity of the underground storage



tanks and tank car, in the areas that were used for staging druns,
and/ or beneath the nmain building, the contanmi nated soils will be
renmoved and treated as part of the renedial action. Additiona
sanpling during the design will determ ne the need for renoval of soi
"hot spots" containing zinc, in order to help meet surface water

di scharge requirenments for treated ground water.

For ground water:

On-site ground-water extraction fromthe bedrock aquifer: collection

of ground water fromthe shall ow aquifer; conbined ground-water flowis
subject to nmetals pretreatnent by precipitation, organics treatnent by
activated carbon system and discharge to Bog Brook. In addition
excavation of approximately 2,700 cubic yards from areas of
concentrated VOCs contanmination in the soil (Figure 7), with
appropriate off-site treatnment and di sposal (this includes treatnent
and di sposal of 400 cubic yards of soil contam nated with both VOCs and
arsenic). Additional sanpling during the design will determne the
need for renoval of ground-water "hot spots" containing zinc, in order
to hel p nmeet surface water discharge requirements for treated ground water

Resi dual wastes such as precipitates and spent carbon will be transported to an appropriate off-site facility
for disposal in accordance with RCRA and CERCLA requirenents.

The goal of the ground-water portion of the renedial action is to restore the ground water to its beneficial
use, in this case, a potential source of drinking water. Vinyl chloride, benzene, toluene, and other
contam nants present in the two aquifers will be extracted/collected and treated until concentrations in
these aquifers are reduced to | evel s bel ow the nost stringent of the Federal MCLs, New Jersey MCLs, or New
Jersey Gound-water Quality Standards. |In addition, the effluent fromthe treatnent process wll achieve
Federal and State surface water quality discharge standards (Table 14).

EPA recogni zes that the sel ected remedy may not achieve this aquifer restoration goal because of the
technical difficulties associated w th achieving ground-water cleanup levels. It may becone apparent, during
i npl enentation or operation of the ground-water extraction/collection and treatnment systemthat contam nant

| evel s have ceased to decline and are renaining constant at |evels higher than the remedi ati on goals (Table
6) for ground-water cleanup levels. In such a case, the systenis perfornance standards, and/or the renedy,
may be reeval uated. Performance nonitoring of the ground-water extraction/collection and treatnent system
will be inplemented. The data collected will be used to suggest system adjustnents

or nodifications to provide nmore effective or efficient attainnent of cleanup |levels. Such adjustnents or
nmodi fi cations may include: increasing or decreasing the extraction rate, initiating a pul sed punpi ng
schedul e, installing additional extraction wells, or ceasing extraction at wells where cleanup | evels have
been achieved. Mnitoring data will be used to assess the effectiveness of the nodifications inplenmented and
nay be used to re-assess the tinme frane required to achieve cleanup levels. In addition, contamination in
surface water and in sediments will be nonitored to insure there are no risks generated by these nedia

The levels of volatile organic contamnation in the soils, in this case, do not pose unacceptable

car ci nogeni ¢ or non-carcinogeni c risks. However, several areas of concentrated volatile organic

contam nation in the soil represent continuing sources of high ground-water contamination. In order to
facilitate the removal of VOCs fromthe ground water, approximately 2,700 cubic yards of contam nated soi
will be renoved fromthese areas (Figure 7) and transported to an appropriate off-site facility for treatnent
and di sposal. The conbined areas to be excavated, including both arsenic-contam nated soils and

VQOCs- contami nated soils, are represented in Figure 5.

EPA and NJDEPE have agreed that a site-specific arsenic cleanup |level of 27 ppm statistically derived from
Site background data, will be used for surface soil renediation (Table 12), because of the high background
arseni c concentrations found at the Site



The estinmated present worth cost of off-site stabilization of surface soils (Aternative SC4) is $652, 500.
Due to the mnor cost differences between the two stabilization alternatives (SC3 and SC-4), and the nore
difficult inplementability of Alternative SC3, Aternative SC-4 is considered to be the nmost cost effective
alternative that woul d be protective of human health and the environnent. The estimated present worth cost
of on-site treatment of ground water (Alternative G¥3 Option 1) is $10,304,400. Option 1 (activated carbon
systen) was chosen in lieu of Option 2 (air stripping/activated carbon) because Option 1 is the nost
cost-effective of the alternatives that would be protective of human health and the

environnent. An analysis of the present worth costs of the selected renedy (Source Control Alternative SC 4
and G ound-water Alternative G¥3 Qption 1), including capital costs and operati on and nai ntenance costs, are
presented in Tables 13-1 and 13-2

STATUTORY DETERM NATI ONS

Under its legal authorities, EPA's primary responsibility at Superfund sites is to undertake renedi al actions
that are protective of human health and the environnent. |In addition, Section 121 of CERCLA establishes
several other statutory requirenents and preferences. These specify that when conplete, the selected
renmedial action for the Fried Site nust conply with applicable, or relevant and appropriate environnental

st andards established under federal and state environmental |aws unless a statutory waiver is justified. The
sel ected renedy al so nust be cost effective and utilize pernmanent solutions and alternative treatnent

t echnol ogi es or resource-recovery technol ogies to the maxi numextent practicable. Finally, the statute
includes a preference for remedies that enploy treatnent that permanently and significantly reduce the
volume, toxicity, or nobility of hazardous wastes. The follow ng sections discuss how the sel ected remedy
neets these statutory requirenents.

Protection of Hunman Health and the Environment

The selected renedy is protective of human health and the environnent, as it effectively addresses the
principal threats posed by the Site, nanely: the arsenic-contam nated surface soils and the VOCs-contani nat ed
ground water in the surface and deep bedrock aquifers

The arsenic in the surface soil, the contam nant of concern that is responsible for alnost all of the
carcinogenic risk in surface soil ingestion, will be excavated down to 27 ppm a |level representing an

i ngestion exposure risk of 2.1 x 10[-5] for carcinogens, an H less than 1.0 for non-carci nogenic effects,
and the background concentration for arsenic in the area. Excavation and off-site stabilization of

arseni c-contam nated surface soil will protect against future ingestion hazards. Additionally, the renoval of
the contam nated soil fromthe Site will reduce infiltration of arsenic into the ground water

Capturing and treating contam nated ground water fromthe shall ow and deep bedrock aquifers will protect

agai nst future ingestion, and direct contact and inhal ati on hazards while showering. The contam nants in the
ground water will be reduced to levels that are acceptable for drinking water, thereby protecting hunman
heal t h.

Sanpl i ng data indicated the building conplex presented no significant risk fromcontam nation. The buil dings
and other structures in and around the building conplex are in poor condition, constituting a safety hazard
to Site workers as well as creating an inpedi ment to equi pnent operation. To ensure the safety of these Site
workers, and to facilitate heavy equi prent operations in inplenmenting the selected renedy, the building
complex will be demolished to elininate the physical hazards associated with these unsafe structures.

Conpl i ance with Applicable or Rel evant and Appropriate Requirenents

Attai nment of chemcal -specific ARARs for the aquifer will be achieved via the extraction/collection and
treatnent of ground water. As previously discussed, should any effluent limtation for discharge to Bog
Brook (which is an intermttent strean) not be technically achievable within the range of the treatnent
systemidentified in the Feasibility Study and the ROD, EPA, in conjunction with NJDEPE, nay either relocate
the treated groundwater discharge to Lawence Brook (which is a continuous flowing strean) to neet that
limtation, or waive the effluent limtation for Bog Brook



Action-specific and location-specific ARARs will be conplied with during inplenentati on of the renedy.
specific ARARs for the selected remedy are |isted bel ow

Chemi cal -speci fic ARARs:
i Saf e Drinking Water Act (SDWA) Maxi num Contami nant Levels (MCLs): (40 CFR Part 141)
i Clean Water Act Water Quality Criteria (WX : (40 CFR Part 131)
i RCRA Maxi num Concentration Limits (MCLs): (40 CFR 264)
i RCRA Land Disposal Restrictions: (40 CFR 268)
i New Jersey Safe Drinking Water Act MCLs: (NJAC. 7:10-16)
i New Jersey Water Pollution Control Act Standards for Gound Water: (NJAC. 7:9-6)
i New Jersey Water Pollution Discharge Elimnation System (NJAC 7:14A)
i New Jersey Surface Water Quality Standards: (NJAC 7:9-4.1)
Locati on-speci fi c ARARs:
i O ean Water Act, Section 404: (33 USC 466)
i Executive Orders on Fl oodpl ai n Managenent and Protection of Wtlands: (E O 11988, 11990)
i EPA/ CCE Menorandum of Agreenent on Wetl ands Protection
i Fish and Wldlife Coordination Act: (16 USC 661)
i Endangered Species Act: (16 USC 1531)
i National H storic Preservation Act: (16 USC 470)
i New Jersey Fl ood Hazard Area Control Act: (NJSA 58: 6A-50)
i New Jersey Freshwater Wetlands Protection Act: (NJSA 13:9B-1)
i New Jersey Freshwater Wetlands Transition Area Rules: (NJAC 7:7)
i New Jersey Freshwater Wetl ands Protection Rules: (NJAC 7:7A)
i New Jersey Stream Encroachment Regul ations: (NJAC 7:13-1.1)
Action-speci fic ARARs:
i Clean Water Act Water Quality Criteria (WX): (40 CFR Part 131)
i RCRA Land Disposal Restrictions: (40 CFR 268)
i Clean Air Act National Anbient Air Quality Standards: (40 CFR Part 50)
i OSHA General Industry Standards: (29 CFR 1910)

i CSHA Safety and Health Standards: (29 CFR 1926)

The



i CSHA Record Keeping, Reporting, and Rel ated Regul ations: (29 CFR 1904)
i RCRA Standards for Generators of Hazardous Waste: (40 CFR 262.1)
i RCRA Standards for Transporters of Hazardous Waste: (40 CFR 263.11, 263.20-21, and 263. 30-31)

i RCRA Standards for Omners/Qperators of Permtted Hazardous Waste Facilities:
(40 CFR 264. 10- 264. 18)

i RCRA - Preparedness and Prevention: (40 CFR 264. 30-31)

i RCRA - Contingency Plan and Emergency Procedures: (40 CFR 264.50-264. 56)

i RCRA - G ound-water Protection: (40 CFR 264.90-264. 109)

i RCRA - Standards for Excavation and Fugitive Dust: (40 CFR 264.251-264. 254)

i RCRA - M scel l aneous Units: (40 CFR 264. 600-264. 999)

i RCRA - dosure and Post-d osure (40 CFR 264. 110-264. 120)

i DOl Rul es for Transportati on of Hazardous Materials: (49 CFR 107, 171.1-172.558)
i New Jer sey Hazardous Waste Manifest System Rules: (NJAC 7:26)

i New Jer sey Hazardous Waste Treatnment Storage and Disposal Facility Permtting Requirenents:
(NJAC 7: 26)

i New Jersey Water Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NJAC 7:14A)

i New Jersey Surface Water Quality Standards: (NJAC 7:9-4.1)

i New Jersey Clean Air Act: (NJSA 26:20

i New Jersey Air Pollution Control Act: (NJAC 7:27-5, 13, 16, and 17)
Cost - Ef f ect i veness
O the alternatives which nost effectively address the threats posed by Site contanination, the selected
remedy provides for overall effectiveness in proportion to its cost. The estimated total project cost,
including both the selected surface soil and ground-water alternatives, is $10, 956,900 (derived from Tabl es
13-1 and 13-2).
Utilization of Permanent Sol utions and Alternative Treatnent Technol ogi es to the Maxi num Extent Practicabl e
Contanminants in the ground water will be renoved and treated before discharging to surface water. Hazardous
wastes generated by the treatnent process will be disposed of at an approved off-site facility. This wll
significantly reduce the toxicity, mobility and vol une of the contam nants, and offer a permanent solution to
the risks posed by the contam nated ground water.
Of-site stabilization of soil contamnated with arsenic in excess of 27 ppmw || reduce the nobility of this
contami nant and, therefore, represents a pernmanent solution to the risks posed by the contam nated surface
soil at the Site. Al though the toxicity and volune of the contami nated soil will not be reduced at the
actual treatment facility, the selected remedy represents the nmaxi mumextent to which the toxicity, nobility,

and vol une can be reduced at the Site in a cost-effective nmanner.

Preference for Treatment as a Principal Elenent



The sel ected ground-water renmedy satisfies the preference for treatment as a principal elenent. The on-site
contami nated ground water will be extracted/collected and treated, using precipitation for netals and carbon
adsorption for VOCs, to reduce the levels of contam nants, thereby reducing the risk to human health. The
excavation and off-site treatnment/di sposal of VOCs-contam nated soil was included for the purpose of
facilitating the punp and treat process; the treatnment of soils highly contaminated with VOCs will also serve
to further reduce any potential threat to human heal t h.

The statutory preference for renedies that enploy treatnment as a principal element will also be satisfied for
the arsenic-contam nated soil. The arsenic-contam nated soil will be transported for treatnment and di sposal
at appropriate off-site facilities, thereby reducing the risk to human health

DOCUMENTATI ON CF Sl GNI FI CANT CHANGES

The Proposed Plan for the Site was released to the public on Septenber 9, 1993. The Proposed Pl an identified
the preferred alternatives for ground-water and soil remediation. EPA reviewed all witten and verba
comrent s received during the public comrent period. Upon review of these comrents, EPA determ ned that no
significant changes to the selected renedy, as it was originally identified in the Proposed Plan, were
necessary.

However, after the Proposed Plan becarme final in Cctober, 1993, several minor revisions to the remedy became
necessary. Additional sanpling will be included during the design, to deternmine if there is significant soi
contanmination in the areas used to stage druns and/or beneath the main building. Sanples nay al so be taken
to identify soil and ground-water "hot spots". The contam nated soil and ground water would be renoved and
treated as part of the remedial action. Additional expenses that mght result from

the above activities have not been included in the cost of the renmedy. Simlarly, costs resulting fromthe
possi bl e cl eanup of the underground tanks and tank car contam nation were also not included in the cost of
the remedy.
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TABLES
Tabl e # Identification

1 G ound Water Data (Phase | and Il RI): 2 Tables
2 Surface Soil Data (Phase | and Il RI)
3 Subsurface Soil Data (Phase | and Il Rl)
4 Sedi ment Data (Phase | and Il R)
5 Surface Water Data (Phase | and Il R)
6 Federal / St at e Maxi mum Cont ani nant Level s
7 Cont am nant s- of - Concern
8 Toxicity Data (RfDs, Slope Factors, etc.)
9 Sunmmary of Ri sks
10 Exposur e Paraneters/Assunptions: 3 Tables
11 Cal cul ation of Chronic Daily Intakes
12 Derivation of Arsenic C eanup Leve
13 Capital and Qperation/ Mai ntenance Costs of Sel ected Renedy: 2 Tabl es
14 Treatnment Pl ant Di scharge Requirenents
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TABLE 11
CALCULATI ONS USED TO DERI VE
CHRONI C DAI LY | NTAKES (CDI s)
I NGESTI ON OF GROUNDWATER
Car ci nogens:

CD = W(my/l) x D(L/day) x %Bioavail. x # Events x Years Exp.
CBW(kg) 365 days 75 years
Noncar ci nogens:
CD = W(ng/L) x Di(L/day) x Bioavail. x #Events
Bw(kg) 365 days

| NHALATI ON OF VOLATI LES | N GROUNDWATER
Car ci nogens:

CDl = AC (mg/ni3]) x Bioavail.(100% x IR (nf{3]/event) x #Events
BW (kg) 365 days
X Years Exp.

75 years
Noncar ci nogens:

CDl = AC (nmg/ni3]) x Bioavail. x IR (n[3]/event) x # Events
BW (kg) 365 days
DI RECT CONTACT W TH GROUNDWATER
Car ci nogens:

nt

BW (kg) 1000 cni 3] Eve
X #Events x Years Exp.
365 days 75 years
Noncar ci nogens:
CDl = WC (ng/L) x SSA(cni2]) x DP (cnfhr) x 1 Liter X
BW (kg) 1000 cni 3] Event
X # Events
365 days
DEFI NI TI ONS:
CDI = Chronic Daily Intake (ng/kg-day)
W = Water Concentration (ng/L)
BW = Body Weight (ko)
75 = Years in Average Adult Lifetine
DP = Dermal Perneability constant (cnihr)
SSA = Skin Surface Area (cnf2])
Dl = Daily Ingestion Rate (L/day)
IR = Inhal ation Rate (nf3]/event)
Bi oavai | . = Bioavailability Factor
AC = Air Concentration (volatiles) (ng/ni3])



TABLE 12

CALCULATI ON OF ARSENI C CLEANUP LEVEL
AT FRIED | NDUSTRI ES SUPERFUND SI TE

A statistical analysis of the data fromtwenty-three (23) sanples, obtained during the background data
survey by the New Jersey Departnent of Environnental Protection and Energy (NJDEPE), was performed by EPA
The results were as foll ows:

- n
(1) XA (arithnetic mean) = (1/n) Xi = 172. 33
i=1 23
XA (arithnetic nean) = 7.49
n -
(2) (standard devi ation) = (1n) xi [2] - (x[2])
i=1

(standard devi ati on) = 9.60

(3) W will use the arsenic concentration corresponding to the arithnetic nmean plus two times the
standard devi ati on:

ARSENI C
CLEANUP (A C.L.) = X + 2
LEVEL

ACL = 7.49 + (2 X 9.60)
ACL = 7.49  + 19. 20

ACL = 26. 69

ARSENI C CLEANUP LEVEL = 27 PPM



TABLE 13-1
CAPI TAL COST ESTI MATES (1993 Dol | ars)

ALTERNATI VE SC-4: Excavation/Of-Site Treatnment/ O f-Site Disposal

I. Site Preparation $ 56, 400
1. Support Facilities 71,500
I1l. dearing and G ubbing 1, 500
I V. Cont am nated Soil Excavation 10, 400
V. Sheet Piling 30, 000
V. Transportation (included in ItemVIII)
VI1. Pretreatnent (included in ItemVIII)
VIIl. Of-Site Stabilization 273, 000
I X Stabilized Soil Disposa (included in ItemVIII)
X. Cean Fill 36, 000
Xl . Restorati on of \Wtl ands 4,100
Total Direct Construction Costs (TDCC) = $ 483, 300
Conti ngency @ 20% of TDCC = 96, 700
Engi neeri ng @10% of TDCC = 48, 300
Legal and Administrative @5% of TDCC = 24, 200

TOTAL CONSTRUCTI ON COST $ 652,500

ALTERNATI VE GM 3: Punping and Treating of G oundwater/Linited
Source Extraction (Option 1)

l. Site Preparation (included in Source Control)
. Support Facilities (included in Source Control)
I1l. Goundwater Mnitoring Wlls $ 36,000
V. G oundwat er I nterception Trench 35, 000
V. G oundwat er Extraction 226, 000
A/ Col | ection 21, 500
VI1. Chenical Precipitation System 71, 600
VIIl. Filtration System 64, 300
I X Sl udge Handl i ng System 31, 000
X. Air Stripper/Carbon 32, 600
Xl . Treated Water Disposal 82, 000
XIl. Source Control 2,292, 800
(includes $ 2,160,000 for incineration)
X1, Ofice and Control Building 52, 500
XIV. FEectrical 100, 000
XV. I nstrumentation and Control s 60, 000
XVI. Process Water Supply 3, 000
XVI'l. Foundation and Pads 12, 500
XVI11.Health and Safety 50, 000
XI X.  Mobilization/Denobilization 50, 000
Total Direct Construction Cost (TDCC) =3 3, 220, 800
Conti ngency @ 20% of TDCC = 644, 200
Engi neering @ 10% of TDCC = 322, 000
Legal and Administrative @5% of TDCC = 161, 000

TOTAL CONSTRUCTI ON COST

$ 4,348,000



TABLE 13-2
ANNUAL OPERATI ON AND MAI NTENANCE CCOST ESTI MATES (1983 Dol | ars)
ALTERNATI VE SC-4: Excavation/Of-Site Treatment/ O f-Site Disposal
This Alternative does not require Operation and Mi ntenance

ALTERNATI VE GWM 3: Punping and Treating of Goundwater/Limted Source Extraction (Qption 1)

l. Extraction $ 1, 000
1. Col | ection 1, 300
I1l. Chemical Precipitation System 1, 000
V. Sl udge Handl i ng System 1, 700
V. Filtration System 23, 500
\Y/ I Activated Carbon Treatnent System 200, 700
VIil. Labor 116, 800
VI1I. Mintenance Cost 74, 200
I X Moni t ori ng 33, 600
X. Cont i ngency 22,700
Total Annual O & M Cost = $ 476,500

PRESENT WORTH OF O & M (7% di scount rate) = $ 5,956, 400



TABLE 14
DI SCHARCGE REQUI REMENTS
MAXI MUM VALUE | N NJDEPE EFFLUENT
LIMTS
PARAMETER GROUNDWATER] 1] (nonthl'y average) (daily maxi munm

CONVENTI ONAL/ NON- CONVENTI ONAL  POLLUTANTS

Fl ow (ngd) 0.014 0.014 Report
(10 gal/mn) (10 gal /mn)

BOD5 (ng/l) 330 Report [ 2] 25

Chloride (ng/l) 207 Report 250

Di ssol ved Oxygen

(my/l) — 5.0 mni num

pH (std. units) — 6.0 mni mum 9.0

Pet r ol eum Hydr ocar bons
(/1) — 10 15

Total D ssol ved
Solids (my/l) 925 Report 500

Total Organic
Carbon (mg/l) 323 Report 50

Total Suspended
Solids (my/l) 666 Report 40

Chronic Toxicity
(% ef fluent) — NCEC 100% 3] NCEC 100% 3]

VOLATI LE COMPOUNDS (in g/l)

Acet one 1200 50 100
Benzene 6400 1.2 2.4
2- But anone 320 16 32
Chl or oet hane 1400 Controlled with 1,1-D chl oroet hane
Chl or of orm 21 5.7 11
1, 1- D chl or oet hane 6400 16 32
1, 2- Di chl or oet hane 50 0.38 0.76

1, 1- Di chl or oet hyl ene 530 0.57 1.1



TABLE 14 (conti nued)

MAXI MUM VALUE | N NJDEPE EFFLUENT

LIMTS

PARAMETER GROUNDWATER( 1) (nonthl'y average) (daily maxi munm
trans-1, 2- D chl or oet hyl ene 990 21 54

1, 2- Di chl or opr opane 165 Controlled with 1, 1- D chl or oet hane
Et hyl benzene 12000 32 108
Met hyl ene Chl ori de 2000 4.7 9.4

4- Met hyl - 2- Pent anone 130 13 26
Styrene 20000 Controlled with Benzene

Tol uene 280000 26 80
1,1, 1-Tri chl or oet hane 22000 11 22
1,1, 2-Tri chl or oet hane 18 6.0 12

Tri chl or oet hyl ene 4200 2.7 5.4
Vinyl Chloride 550 2.0 4.0
Xyl enes, Total 49000 Controll ed with Benzene

AClI D AND BASE/ NEUTRAL COVPQUNDS (in g/l)

Di - n-Butyl pht hal at e 22 Report 10

2, 4- D net hyl phenol 3550 Controll ed with Phenol

bi s(2- Et hyl hexyl ) - Pht hal at e 10 Report 10
2- Met hyl napht hal ene 44 Control |l ed wi th Napht hal ene
2- Met hyl phenol 4700 Controll ed w th Phenol

4- Met hyl phenol 7350 Controll ed w th Phenol

Napt hal ene 64 10 20
Phenol 27500 15 26



TABLE 14 (conti nued)

MAXI MUM VALUE | N NJDEPE EFFLUENT
LIMTS
PARAMETER GROUNDWATER (monthly average) (daily maximum
PESTICIDES (in g/l)
ganma- BHC 0.04 0.19 0. 38
4, 4" - DDE 0.10 Report 0. 0012

[0.004 (MDL)[4]]

METALS (in g/l)

Al um num 51400 Report 250
Arsenic 51 Repor t 0. 036
[0.5 (MDL)[4]]

Bari um 1030 250 500
Beryl i um 5.3 0.5 1.0
Chrom um 227 8.0 16
Cobal t 33 10 20

Copper 72 4.6 9.2
Iron 115000 250 500
Lead 47 1.1 2.1
Manganese 990 100 200
Mer cury 0.87 Report 0. 020

[0.2 (ML) [4]]

N ckel 119 30 60
Sodi um 200 Repor t 100
Vanadi um 421 Report 20
Zinc 9220 32 65

<Foot not e>
[1] Maxi mum concentration of this paraneter observed in the data obtai ned during the Phase | and
Phase Il Renedial Investigation (R)

[2] The nonthly average nmust be reported to the NIDEPE
[3] NCEC is the No Cbservable Effect Concentration
[4] Gound-water treatnment will result in arsenic concentrations below the Practical Concentration

Limt (PQ)

</ f oot not e>
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1.0

1.1

P.

S| TE | DENTI FI CATI ON

Background - RCRA and Qther information

100001- Report: Fried Industries Site, Report on Forward Pl anni ng
100022 Activity, prepared by Roy F. Wston, Inc., June 1985.
100023- Report: RCRA Sanpling |nspection Enforcement Request, Fried
100033 Industries, 11 Fresh Ponds Road, East Brunsw ck, New Jersey,
prepared by M. Joseph V. Cosentino, Environnental
Scientist, Source Mnitoring Section, US. EPA Region Il, May 17, 1985.
100034- Appl i cation #76-65, Uni chem Corporation - Resol ution
100035 Recomrendi ng Favorabl e Action By the Townshi p of East

Brunswi ck Zoni ng Board of Adjustnent, Decenber 21, 1965.

100036- Report: Fried Industries, East Brunswi ck, M ddlesex County,
100036 New Jersey, (no author cited), (undated).

Notification/Site Inspection Reports

100037- Report: Potential Hazardous Waste Site, Site |nspection
100050 Report, prepared by Chief Inspector, M. Joseph V. Cosentino,
Envi ronnental Scientist, US. EPA Region ||, Decenber 1, 1983.

Prelimnary Assessnent Reports

100051- Report: Prelimnary Site Assessnent, Fried Industries,
100079 Inc., East Brunsw ck, New Jersey, prepared by M.
Chri stopher S.E. Marlowe, Region Il, Technical Assistance

Team Weston/ SPER Di vi si on, August 1984.
Site Investigation Reports

100080- Fax Cover Sheet from M. R chard J. Spilatore, Vater

100106 Pol lution Control Unit, Departnent of Health, County of
M ddl esex, New Jersey, to M. Tom Poruczni k, Renedi al
Proj ect Manager, Central New Jersey Renedial Action Section,
U S EPA Region Il, re: Chenical sanples from 1989-1992,
Fresh Ponds Road and Dutch Road, East Brunsw ck, May 5,
1993. Attached are: Report: Report of Volatile O ganic
Anal ysis, prepared by Garden State Laboratories and Sanpl e
Sunmmari es and Anal ysis Reports.

100107- Letter to the Martin Residence, fromM. R chard J.

100112 Spilatore, Water Pollution Control Unit, Departnent of
Heal th, County of M ddl esex, New Jersey, re: results of
testing perforned on the Martin's water supply, Cctober 26,
1988. Attached are Sanpl e Sunmaries and Anal ysis Reports,



Novenber 25, 1988.

P. 100113- Menmorandumto M. John S. Frisco, Chief, New Jersey Renedial
100120 Action Branch, from M. Douglas W Johnson, Project Manager,
Nort hern New Jersey Remedi al Action Section, through M.
John V. Czapor, Chief, Northern New Jersey Remedial Action
Section, re: attached docunent concerning the recent
activities at the Fried Industries Site, Decenber 17, 1985.
Site Investigation and Determ nation of |Immnent R sk Report attached.

P. 100121- Transmittal Slip to Janet from M. John E. La Padul a,
100123 On- Scene Coordi nator, Response and Prevention Branch, U S
EPA Region 11, re: the attached report, Novenber 28, 1984.

Report: Report of Analysis, prepared by Princeton Testing
Laboratory, Novenber 5, 1984.

P. 100124- Report: Site Analysis, Fried Industries, East Brunsw ck,
100146 New Jersey, perforned by M. Peter M Stokely, |nagery
Anal yst, The Bionetics Corporation, July 1984.

P. 100147- Memorandumto M. Robert N Ogg, Chief, Hazardous Waste Site
100175 Branch, U S. EPA Region Il, fromM. Walter E. Migdan,
Chi ef, Waste and Toxi ¢ Substances Branch, O fice of Regional
Counsel, US. EPA Region Il, re: Fried Industries Site

Inspection by EPA, April, 23, 1984. Report: Enforcenent
Requested Sanpling Investigation, Fried Industries, Decenber
1-2, 1983, prepared by M. Joseph V. Consenti no,

Envi ronnental Scientist, Source Mnitoring Section, U S. EPA

Region I, April 10, 1984.
P. 100176- Letter to M. Philip Fried, President, Fried Industries
100179 Inc., fromMs. Harriet Zivin, Sanitary Inspector, Solid

Waste and Noi se, Departnent of Health, County of M ddl esex,

New Jersey, re: results of a meeting with M ddl esex County

Uilities Authority, March 14, 1984. Report: Report of

Anal ysis, prepared by Princeton Aqua Science, March 5, 1984, attached.

P. 100180- Letter to M. Walter Migdan, Chief, Waste and Toxic
100181 Subst ances Branch, O fice of Regional Counsel, U S. EPA
Region Il, from M. Susan Schneck, Sanitary | nspector,

Townshi p of East Brunswi ck, Department of Health,

Envi ronnent and Wl fare, re: enclosed |aboratory results
froma sanple of septic sludge taken fromFried |ndustries,
Novenber 1, 1983. Report: Report of Analysis, prepared by
Princeton Testing Laboratory, Cctober 13, 1983, attached.

P. 100182- Report: Report of Analysis, prepared by Princeton Testing
100190 Laboratory, Cctober 13, 1983.

P. 100191- Letter to M. John Runyon, Business Administrator, fromM.
100201 Laszl o Szabo, Director, Departnent of Health, County of

M ddl esex, New Jersey, re: Gound Water Contanination at
Dutch Rd. & Fresh Pond Rd., August 3, 1983. Report: Report
on Water Sanples, prepared by New Jersey Laboratories, July
29, 1983, attached.

1.6 Correspondence



100202-
100202

100203-
100203

100204-
100204

100205-
100205

100206-
100206

100207-

100218

100219-
100221

100222-
100222

100223-
100224

100225-
100225

Menor andum from M. Dougl as W Johnson, Project Manager,
Nort hern New Jersey Renedi al Action Section, U S. EPA Region
I, to File, re: Tel ephone Conversation with Captian Louis
Ruot ol o, East Brunsw ck Police Departnment concerning the
Fried Industries Site, March 6, 1986.

Letter to M. BertramE. Busch, East Brunsw ck Mini ci pal
Attorney, of Busch & Busch, from M. Janet C. Feldstein,
Envi ronnental Engi neer, Site Investigation and Conpliance
Branch, U S. EPA Region Il, re: National Priorities List -
Status of Fried Industries, April 30, 1985.

Menmorandumto M. R chard Wal ka, Chief, Solid Waste Branch,

AWM U S. EPA Region Il, fromM. Wilter E Migdan, Chief,
Waste and Toxi ¢ Substances Branch, O fice of Regional
Counsel, U S. EPA Region Il, re: request for another RCRA

I nspection (including Sanpling) at Fried Industries, Inc.,
April 9, 1985.

Mermorandumto M. David Weill, Admnistrator, fromM. L.
Mason Neely, Finance Director, re: discussion which took
pl ace on March 27, 1985 concerning Fried Industries and the
Task Force recommendati ons, March 28, 1985.

Mermor andum of Record fromM. David P. Will, Adm nistrator,
re: EPA' s announcenent that Fried has been selected for the
Interim Superfund National Priorities List, Cctober 2, 1984.

Letter to M. John H Runyon, Business Adm nistrator, Ofice
of the Admnistrator, fromM. WIIliam K. Beckman, P.E.,

Seni or Hydrol ogi st, Leggette, Brashears & Graham Inc., re:

El aboration on the Threat of Contam nation to East Brunsw ck
Water Supply Wells fromFried Industries, Inc., March 8, 1984.

Letter to Captain Louis Ruotolo, Special Enforcenent
Section, Departnent of Public Saftey, Division of Police,
fromM. Sidney Fox, CPG Vice President, Leggette,
Brashears & Gaham Inc., re: Threat of Contam nation to
East Brunswi ck Water Supply Wells fromFried Industries,
Inc., January 16, 1984.

Letter to Ms. Susan Schneck, Sanitary |nspector, Township of

East Brunsw ck, Department of Heal th, Environnment and

Wl fare, fromM. A exander A Lach, P.E, Chief Engineer,

M ddl esex County UWilities Authority, re: disposal of

liquid industrial wastes fromFried Industries, Novenber 14, 1983.

Letter to M. Phillip Fried, President, Fried Industries,
Inc., fromM. Laszlo Szabo, Director, Departnent of Health,
County of M ddl esex, New Jersey, re: Septic System Located
on Bl ock:308.19 Lot:20.03 in East Brunsw ck Townshi p,

Sept enber 2, 1983.

Letter to Resident, fromM. Laszlo Szabo, Director,
Department of Health, County of M ddl esex, New Jersey, re:
participation in the sanpling program Septenber 1, 1983.



100226- Menmorandumto M. Bernard G M hal ko, Deputy Director, from
100226 Ms. Susan Schneck, Sanitary |nspector, Township of East

Brunswi ck, Department of Health, Environment and Welfare,

re: Goundwater Mnitoring, Fried Industries, August 11, 1983.

REMOVAL RESPONSE
Sanpl i ng and Anal ysis Pl ans

200001- Report: U S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region |1,

200003 Pol uti on Report POLREP No. 2, prepared by M. Robert L.
Harris, OSC, Response and Prevention Branch, U S. EPA Region
I'l, January 21, 1986.

Sanpl i ng and Anal ysis Data/Chain of Custody Fornmns

200004- Letter to M. Thomas Poruczni k, Renedial Project Manager,

200020 Central New Jersey Renedial Action Section, U S. EPA Region
I, fromM. Mark D. Mbese, Ph.D., Site Manager, Ebasco
Services Incorporated, re: Results of Drum Sanpling Effort
and Need for Response Action at the Fried Industries Site,
July 27, 1989. Results of the Drum Sanpling investigation
are attached.

200021- Menorandum t o Addressees listed fromM. Robert L. Harris,
200021 On- Scene Coordi nator, Response and Prevention Branch, re:

On- Scene Coordinator's Final Report, Energency Renoval

Action, Aqueous Wastes Contaninated w th Tol uene and

Chl ori nated Hydrocarbons, Fried Industries, Inc., My 12, 1987.

200022- Report: OSC Report, Disposal of Aqueous Waste, Fried
200065 Industries, Inc., prepared by Ms. Laura Amend, Techni cal
Assi stance Team Weston/ SPER Division, May 11, 1987.
200066- Report: Fried Industries - NPL Superfund Site, Sanple
200083 Col l ection for Hazardous C assification Cbservations,
prepared by U S. EPA Region Il Technical Assistance Team (undated).
REMEDI AL | NVESTI GATI ON

Sanpl i ng and Anal ysi s Data/ Chain of Custody Forns

300001- Menmorandumto M. Tom Poruczni k, Renedial Project Manager,
300024 Central New Jersey Renedial Action Section, U S. EPA Region
I, fromM. R chard Spear, Chief, Surveillance and
Moni toring Branch, U S. EPA Region II, re: Fried Industries

Site Stream Bi oassessnment, August 17, 1993. Report: Stream
Bi oassessnent, Bog Brook, New Jersey, Fried Industries Site,
August 2, 1993.

300025- Letter to M. Thomas Poruczni k, Renedial Project Manager,

300025 Central New Jersey Renedial Action Section, U S. EPA Region
I, fromM. Mark D. Mese, Ph.D., Site Manager, Ebasco
Services Incorporated, re: Fried Industries Site Results
of Residential Well Sanpling conducted in Novenber, 1988,
June 14, 1989.



300026- Letter to M. Thomas Poruczni k, Renedial Project Manager,

300027 Central New Jersey Renedial Action Section, U S. EPA Region
I, fromM. Mark D. Mese, Ph.D., Site Manager, Ebasco
Services Incorporated, re: Fried Industries Site List of
Residential Wells to be Sanpled, Cctober 7, 1988. List of
properties attached.

Work Pl ans
300028- Report: Final Work Plan, Phase |l Renedi al
300144 Investigation/Feasibility Study, Fried Industries Site, East

Brunswi ck, New Jersey, prepared by Ebasco Services
I ncor porat ed, Septenber 1991.

300145- Letter to M. Thonas Poruczni k, Renedial Project Manager,

300154 Central New Jersey Renedial Action Section, US. EPA Region
Il, fromM. Frank Messina, Renedial |Investigation Leader,
Ebasco Services Incorporated, re: Fried Industries Site -
Phase || Remedi al Investigation/Feasibility Study Summary
of Analytical Program April 26, 1991. Tables re: Draft
Wrk Plan attached.

300155- Report: Draft Wrk Plan, Renedial Investigation/
300293 Feasibility Study, Fried Industries Site, East Brunswi ck,
New Jersey, prepared by Ebasco Services |ncorporated, June 1988.

Renedi al Investigation Reports

300294- Report: Final Phase Il Renedial Investigation Report, Fried

300795 Industries Site, East Brunswi ck, New Jersey, Volume | of 11,
prepared by Ebasco Services |ncorporated, ARCS Il Program
Sept enber 1993.

300796- Report: Final Phase Il Renedial |nvestigation Report, Fried
301236 Industries Site, East Brunswi ck, New Jersey, Volune Il of
I, prepared by Ebasco Services |Incorporated, ARCS ||
Program Septenber, 1993.

301237- Report: Final Phase | Renedial |nvestigation Report, Fried

301494 Industries Site, East Brunswi ck, New Jersey, Volume | of 1V,
prepared by Ebasco Services Incorporated, REMII1 Program
August 1990.

301495- Report: Final Phase | Renedial |nvestigation Report, Fried

301706 Industries Site, East Brunswi ck, New Jersey, Volunme Il of

1V, prepared by Ebasco Services |Incorporated, REM 111
Program August 1990.

301707- Report: Final Phase | Renedial Investigation Report, Fried

302126 Industries Site, East Brunswi ck, New Jersey, Volune IIIl of
1V, prepared by Ebasco Services Incorporated, REMIII
Program August 1990.

302127- Report: Final Phase | Renedial |nvestigation Report, Fried

302139 Industries Site, East Brunswi ck, New Jersey, Volume |V of
IV, prepared by Ebasco Services |Incorporated, REM 11
Program August 1990.



3.5

Cor r espondence

302140-
302140

302141-
302141

302142-
302149

Letter to Honorable Frank R Lautenberg, United States
Senate, from M. Constantine Sidanon-Eristoff, Regional

Adm nistrator, U S. EPA Region Il, re: The East Brunsw ck
Counci| Resol ution (#9223), asking EPA to secure an existing
fence and/or retain a 24hr. guard for the Fried Industries
site, May 7, 1992.

Letter to Honorable Bill Bradley, United States Senate, from
M. Constantine Sidanon-Eristoff, Regional Administrator,

U S EPA Region Il, re: The East Brunsw ck Council

Resol ution (#9223) - Response to Township's letter dated
March 25, 1992, May 7, 1992.

Letter to Ms. Elizabeth H Kiss, Minicipal derk, Township
of East Brunswick, fromM. John S. Frisco, Deputy D rector
for New Jersey Prograns, Emergency and Renmedi al Response
Division, re: Response to letter dated March 2, 1992
concerni ng an East Brunsw ck Townshi p Council Resol ution
(#9223) requesting EPA to secure the existing fence and/ or
retain a guard for the Fried Industries site, April 22,

1992. Attached are: 1. Letters and a Menorandum concer ni ng
this matter and 2. The Resol uti on Requesting EPA to Secure
Fried Industries site, March 23, 1992.

FEASI BI LI TY STUDY

Feasibility Study Wrk Pl ans

400001-
400022

400023-
400028

Fried Industries Site, List of Technologies for Prelimnary
Screeni ng, (undated).

Fried Industries Site, List of Alternatives for Prelimnary
Screeni ng, (undated).

Feasibility Study Reports

400029-
400248
Proposed PI

400249-
400498

400499-
400683

Report: Final Feasibility Study Report, Fried Industries
Site, East Brunswick, New Jersey, prepared by Ebasco
Services Incorporated, ARCS Il Program Septenber 1993.

an (SOP, FOP)

Plan: Final Field Operations Plan for Phase || Renedi al
Investigation/Feasibility Study Fried Industries Site, East
Brunsw ck, New Jersey, prepared by Ebasco Services

I ncor porat ed, Septenber 1991.

Plan: Draft Field Operations Plan (FOP) for Renedi al
Investigation/Feasibility Study Fried Industries Site, East
Brunswi ck, New Jersey, prepared by Ebasco Services

I ncor porated, June 1988.

Cor r espondence

400684-

Letter to M. Keith Moncino, Project Oficer, US. EPA



7.0

7.4

400685 Region Il and M. Thomas Poruczni k, Renedi al Project
Manager, Central New Jersey Remedial Action Section, US.
EPA Region Il, fromM. Dev R Sachdev, PhD, PE, ARCS ||
Program Manager, Ebasco Services Incorporated, re: Fried
Industries site, East Brunswi ck, New Jersey, Final
Feasibility Study Report, Septenber 9, 1993.
Acknow edgenent of Receipt, attached.

400686- Letter to M. Mark D. Moese, Ph.D., Site Manager, Ebasco
400686 Services Incorporated, fromM. Thomas J. Porucznik,
Remedi al Project Manager, Central New Jersey Renedial Action
Section, U S EPA Region Il, re: confirmation to delay the
submi ssion of the draft Feasibility Study (FS) Report, Feb.
13, 1990.
400687- Letter to M. Thomas Poruczni k, Renedial Project Manager,
400689 Central New Jersey Renedial Action Section, U 'S EPA Region

I, fromM. Mark D. Moese, Ph.D., Site Manager, Ebasco
Services Incorporated, re: Fried Industries site Mjor
I ssues Raised at Alternatives Screening Meeting, February
12, 1993

ENFORCEMENT

Consent Decrees

700001- Consent Decree, Gvil Action No. 86 - 1207 May 26, 1987.
700010

Notice Letters and Responses - 104e's

700011- Letter to M. Phillip Fried, President, Fried Industries,
700021 fromM. Ceorge Pavlou, Acting Director, Emergency and
Remedi al Response Division, US. EPA Region II, re:

Suppl enental Request for Information for the Fried
Industries Superfund site, August 23, 1993. Attached are:
1. Instructions for Supplenental Request for Information, 2.
Suppl enental Request for Information, 3. A signed
Certification of Answers for Suppl enental Request for
Information, and 4. Response to Suppl enental Request for

I nformation.
700022- Letter to M. Phillip Fried, President, Fried Industries,
700039 fromM. George Pavlou, Acting Drector, Emergency and
Renedi al Response Division, US. EPA Region II, re:

Suppl enental Request for Information for the Fried
Industries Superfund site, March 3, 1993, with attachnents.

700040- Letter to M. Phillip Fried, President, Fried Industries,

700051 Inc., fromU S EPA re: Notice to Responsible Party under
t he Conpr ehensi ve Environmental Response, Conpensation and
Liability Act of 1980, Dec. 26, 1985. Several letters attached.

700052- Letter to M. Phillip Fried, President, Fried Industries,
700054 fromM. WIlliamJ. Librizzi, Director, Emergency and
Remedi al Response Division, US. EPA Region II, re: Notice

Letter regarding potential liability for the Fried



700055-
700055

700056-
700056

700057-
700057

700057A-
700057B

700058-
700086

Industries Superfund Site, April 30, 1985.

Letter to M. WIlliamJ. Librizzi, Drector, Ofice of
Energency and Renedi al Response, U S. EPA Region I, from
M. John Gatarz, re: Response to June 4, 1984 Request for
Information letter, June 25, 1984.

Letter to M. David Rogers, Hazardous Waste Site Branch,
US EPA Region II, fromM. Sanuel V. Convery, Jr., of
Samuel V. Convery, Jr., P.A, Attorneys at Law, re:
Response of Fried Industries, Inc., to Request for
Information, June 14, 1984.

Letter to M. WIlliamJ. Librizzi, Drector, Ofice of

Enmer gency and Renedi al Response, U. S. EPA Region Il, from
M. Sanuel V. Convery, Jr., of Sanuel V. Convery, Jr., P. A,
Attorneys at Law, re: Request for Information - Fried

I ndustries, June 11, 1984.

Letter to M. & Ms. John Gatarz, fromM. WIliamJ.
Librizzi, Director, Ofice of Emergency and Renedi al
Response, U S. EPA Region Il, re: Request for Information,
June 4, 1984.

Letter to Fried Industries, fromM. WIlliamJ. Librizzi,
Director, Ofice of Emergency and Renedi al Response, U. S.
EPA Region Il, re: Request for Information for Fried
Industries, (undated). Attached are: Response to the
Request for Information for Fried Industries, Inc., and
Conpany | nvoi ces.

Cor r espondence

700087-
700087

700088-
700089

700090-
700091

700092-
700093

700094-
700098

Mermorandumto File, from M. Robert Carr, re: Fried
I ndustries Superfund Site, Consent Decree in U S v. Philip
Fried, President, Novenber 30, 1989.

Handwitten Letter to M. Sanuel V. Convery, Jr., of Sanuel
V. Convery, Jr., P.A, Attorneys at Law, fromM. Phillip

Fried, President, Fried Industries, Inc., re: M. Frieds
vacating the Prem ses, Novenber 2, 1989.

Letter to M. Sanuel V. Convery, Jr., of Sanmuel V. Convery,
Jr., P.A, Attorneys at Law, fromM. Robert G Carr,

Assi stant Regional Counsel, O fice of Regional Counsel, US.
EPA Region Il, re: Credibility of dient's Statenment -
Fried Industries, circa Novenber 2, 1989.

Letter to M. Robert G Carr, Assistant Regi onal Counsel,
Ofice of Regional Counsel, US EPA Region Il, fromM.
Philip S. Fried, President, Fried Industries, Inc., re:
Update on M. Fried' s activity at Fried Industries, Inc.,
Cctober 5, 1989. Newspaper article attached.

Memorandumto M. Robert G Carr, Assistant Regional
Counsel, Ofice of Regional Counsel, US EPA Region II,
fromMs. Lisa Peterson, Ofice of External Prograns, U S.



EPA Region Il, re: Fried Industries Miling List, Septenber
2, 1988. Agreenent Concerning On-Site RI/FS Activities at
Fried Industries, Sept. 2, 1988, attached.

P. 700099- Letter to M. Phillip Fried, President, Fried Industries,
700101 Inc., fromM. WIliamJ. Librizzi, Director, Energency and
Remedi al Response Division, US EPA Region Il, re: Section

107 Notice of Fried Industries Renedi al
Investigation/Feasibility Study, April 30, 1985.

8.0 HEALTH ASSESSMENTS
8.1 ATSDR Health Assessnents

P. 800001- Report: Health Assessment for Fried Industries, East
800013 Brunswi ck, M ddl esex County, New Jersey, prepared by the
Agency for Toxic Substances and D sease Registry, U S
Public Health Service, August 3, 1990.

8.2 Toxicogical Profiles

P. 800014- Memorandumto M. Tom Poruczni k, Remedi al Project Manager,
800077 Central New Jersey Renedial Action Section, U S EPA Region
I, fromM. Joan S. Doll arhide, Associate D rector,
Superfund Heal th Ri sk Techni cal Support Center, Chem cal
M xtures Assessment Branch, re: Toxicity Infornmation for
Mil tiple Chemcals (Fried Industries/East Brunsw ck, New
Jersey), My, 27, 1993. Risk Assessnent |ssue Papers attached.

8.3 Correspondence

P. 800078- Letter to M. David R Ross, fromM. Tom Porucznik,
800079 Renedi al Project Manager, Central New Jersey Renedial Action
Section, U S EPA Region Il, re: Response to request for a

copy of the final version of the ATSDR Heal th Assessnent,
April 16, 1992. Appendi x attached.

P. 800080- Memorandumto M. Tom Poruczni k, Remedi al Project Manager,
800080 Central New Jersey Renedial Action Section, U S EPA Region
Il, fromM. Arthur Bl ock, Senior Regional Representative,
Agency for Toxic Substances and D sease Registry, U S
Public Health Service, re: transmttal of Fried Industries
- Final Health Assessnent, March 11, 1992.

10. 0 PUBLI C | NFORVATI ON
10.1 Conments and Responses

P. 10. 00001- Letter to the Honorable Jim Courter, House of
10. 00006 Representatives, Congress of the United States, from M.
Chri stopher J. Daggett, Comm ssioner, State of New Jersey
Departnent of Environmental Protection, re: response letter
concerning the Fried Industries Site, Novenber 17, 1989.
Letters attached.

P. 10. 00007- Letter to Honorable James Courter, House of Representatives,
10. 00010 Congress of the United States, fromM. WIIliamJ.



Muszynski, P.E.,
Region I, re:
the Fried Industries, Inc.,
1989. Letter attached.

Acti ng Regional

10.2 Community Relations Plan

Adm ni strat or,
response concerning the proposed cl eanup of
Superfund Site,

U sS. EPA

Novenber 9,

prepared by Canp Dresser &

P. 10.00011- Plan: Final Comunity Relations Plan Fried Industries Site,
10. 00032 M ddl esex County, New Jersey,
McKee, Inc., Federal Prograns Corporation,

10.3 Public Notices

P. 10. 00033-
10. 00033

Publ i c Noti ce:

February 12, 1988.

"Representatives fromthe U S. EPA Invite
you to attend a Public Meeting to D scuss the Proposed O ean

Up of the Fried Industries Superfund Site in East Brunswi ck,

New Jer sey",

P. 10. 00034-
10. 00034

Publ i c Noti ce:

Meet i ng, Tuesday,

prepared by U S. EPA Region |1,

Sept enber 21, 1993.

"Fried Industries Superfund Site Public
Sept enber 21, 1993 - 7:00 P.M, East

Brunswi ck, New Jersey" prepared by U S. EPA Region |1,

Sept enber 21, 1993.

P. 10. 00035- Public Notice:

"U S. EPA announces Proposed Renedi al

10.00035 Alternatives for the Fried Industries Superfund Site, East
Brunswi ck, New Jersey", prepared by U S. EPA Region II,
Sept enber 21, 1993.
10.6 Fact Sheets and Press Rel eases
P. 10. 00036- Fact Sheet: Fried Industries Site, Superfund Update,
10. 00037  Cctober 1992.
P. 10. 00038- Fact Sheet: Fried Industries Site, Superfund Update, March
10. 00039  1992.
P. 10. 00040- Fact Sheet: Fried Industries Site, Superfund Update,
10. 00043  Decenber 1989.
P. 10. 00044- Press Release: "EPA To Hold Public Meeting on Fried
10. 00044 Industries Superfund Site," for rel ease August 9, 1988.
P. 10. 00045- Fact Sheet: Fried Industries Site, Superfund Update, EPA to
10. 00048 Conduct Long-Term Investigation of the Fried Industries

Site, August 1988.
10.9 Proposed Pl an

P. 10. 00049-
10. 00060

Pl an: Superfund Proposed Pl an,
East Brunswi ck, New Jersey,
prepared by U S. EPA Region |1,

10. 10 Correspondence

P. 10. 00061-
10. 00061

Letter to M. Robert Sobol eski,
Managenent, State of New Jersey,
Protecti on and Energy,

Friedl ndustri es,
M ddl esex County,
Sept enber 9, 1993.

Bur eau Chi ef,
Department of Environment al
from M. Doug Garbarini,

Townshi p of
New Jer sey,

Bureau of Site

Chi ef, New



10.

10

10.

10

10.

10

00062-

. 00067

00068-

. 00080

00081-

. 00081

Jersey Superfund Branch I, re: Revised Draft Proposed Pl an
for Fried Industries, August 20, 1993.

Letter to M. Tom Poruczni k, Remedi al Project Mnager,
Central New Jersey Renedial Action Section, U S EPA Region
I, fromM. Mrcedius T. Janeson, Site Manager, Bureau of
Site Managenent, State of New Jersey, Departnent of

Envi ronnental Protection and Energy, re: Fried Industries
site, Draft Proposed Plan, August 16, 1993. NIDEPE Comments
on Fried Industries Site Draft Proposed Pl an, attached.

Menor andum t o Addresses Listed, from M. Doug Garbarini,

Chi ef, New Jersey Superfund Branch |, re: Draft Proposed
Plan for the Fried Industries Site, Township of East

Brunswi ck, M ddl esex County, New Jersey, July 19, 1993.

Pl an: Superfund Proposed Plan, Fried Industries, Township
of East Brunswi ck, Mddl esex County, New Jersey, prepared by
U S. EPA Region IIl, August 1993, attached.

Letter to M. Edward Putnam Assistant Director, D vision of
Publicly Funded Site Renedi ation, State of New Jersey,
Department of Environmental Protection and Energy, from M.
Doug Garbarini, Chief, New Jersey Superfund Branch I, re:
Draft Proposed Plan for the Fried Industries Superfund Site,
July 19, 1993.



APPENDI X |V

STATE LETTER OF CONCURRENCE

Ms. Jeanne M Fox

Regi onal Admi ni strat or

U S. Environmental Protection Agency

Regi on |1

Jacob K Javits Federal Building

New York, New York 10278-0012

Dear Ms. Fox:

Subject: Fried Industries Superfund Site

The Department of Environmental Protection and Energy has eval uated and concurs with the sel ected renedy for
the Fried Industries Superfund site as stated bel ow

"The sel ected renedy represents the first and only planned operabl e
unit for the Fried Industries site. It addresses contam nated surface
soils on the site and ground water contanminated in the underlying

shal | ow deep aquifers".

The maj or conponents of the selected remedy include the follow ng:

i excavation and off-site treatnment and di sposal of approxi mately 900 cubic yards of surface soil
contam nated with arsenic;

i excavation and off-site treatnment and di sposal of approximately 2,700 cubic yards of soil
contamnated with vol atile organics;

i extraction of ground water contamnated with volatile organics fromthe bedrock aquifer and
shal l ow aqui fers, with on-site treatment and di scharge to surface water; and

i appropriate environmental nonitoring to ensure the effectiveness of the remedy.

Should it be necessary to discharge to Lawence Brook, EPA would need to submt an appropriate permt
application in order for the Departnent to determne the limtations for Law ence Brook.

The State of New Jersey appreciates the opportunity to participate in this decision-making process and | ooks
forward to future cooperation with the USEPA

Si ncerely,

Robert C. Shinn, Conm ssioner
Departnent of Environmental Protection & Energy

MIJ/ df h



RECORD OF DECI SI ON
RESPONSI VENESS SUMVARY

Fried Industries Site
Townshi p of East Brunswi ck, M ddl esex County, New Jersey

United States Environnmental Protection Agency
Regi on |1
New Yor k, New York

Thi s Responsi veness Sunmmary is organi zed into four sections and an Appendi x as described bel ow

l. RESPONSI VENESS SUMVARY OVERVI EW  This section briefly describes
the objectives and the format of the Responsiveness Summary for
the Site.

. BACKGROUND ON COVMUNI TY | NVOLVEMENT AND CONCERNS: This section
provi des the history of comunity concerns and interests
regarding the Site.

1. SUMARY OF MAJOR QUESTI ONS, COMMENTS AND CONCERNS: This section
summari zes the oral comments presented to EPA at the Septenber
21, 1993 Public Information Meeting, and provides EPA s responses
to these coments.

IV. WRI TTEN COMMENTS AND RESPONSES: This section contains witten
coments received by EPA during the public comrent period, as
well as EPA's witten responses to those comments.

APPENDI CES: The Appendi ces Section contains one comment |etter
received fromthe public during the comrent period, the
attendance sheet fromthe public information neeting, and the
transcript of the public information nmeeting.

I.  RESPONSI VENESS SUMVARY OVERVI EW

The U.S. Environnental Protection Agency (EPA) established a public comment period, from Septenber 9, 1993
t hrough October 8, 1993, to provide interested parties with the opportunity to comment on the renedial
investigation and feasibility study (RI/FS) reports, and on the Proposed Plan, for the Fried Industries
Superfund Site (the Site) located in the Township of East Brunswi ck, M ddl esex County, New Jersey.

EPA held a Public Information Meeting at 7:00 P.M, on Septenber 21, 1993, in the East Brunsw ck Mini ci pal
Conpl ex Senior Center, to outline the renedial alternatives described in the Proposed Plan (and in the FS),
and to present the EPA and New Jersey Departnent of Environnental Protection and Energy (NJDEPE)
Preferred Alternatives for renediating the contam nated surface soil and groundwater at the Site.

Thi s Responsi veness Sunmmary summari zes the oral comments presented to EPA at the public information neeting,
the witten comments submtted by citizens during the public comrent period, and EPA's responses to these
oral and witten comrents. EPA, in consultation with the NJDEPE, selected the final remedy for the Site only
after reviewi ng and considering all public comments received during the public coment period.

The remedy to clean up the surface soil and groundwater at the Site was sel ected by the EPA Region Il

Adm nistrator and is docunented in this Record of Decision (ROD). EPA will issue a press release to notify
interested citizens that a renedial decision has been nade. The ROD, including this Responsiveness Sunmary
and the other Site-related docunents that EPA used to select the renedy, will be placed in the infornation
repository located in the Reference Section of the East Brunsw ck Township Library for public



review.
I'l. BACKGROUND ON COMMUNI TY | NVOCLVEMENT AND CONCERNS

EPA community activities are designed to ensure that the local public is provided with infornation about site
activities, has input to decisions about Superfund actions, and is kept well-inforned about the progress of
these actions. EPA initiated conmmunity relations activities for the Fried Industries Site via comunity
interviews, conducted in June 1987, with local officials and interested residents of Mddl esex County. These
interviews were conducted to aid EPA in developing a coommunity relations plan tailored

to the needs of the comunity affected by the Site.

In order to informlocal residents and officials about Site activities, a Public Informati on Meeting was hel d
in the East Brunswi ck Courthouse on August 18, 1988, to review the proposed R activities. 1In order to
update residents and |l ocal officials on Site activities, a public availability session was held in the East
Brunswi ck Public Library on March 4, 1992. |In addition, the Phase Il R report, FS report, and the Proposed
Plan for the Site were discussed at a public informati on neeting held on Septenber 21, 1993.

The maj or concerns expressed by the public during the renedial investigation at the Site focused on
groundwat er contam nation, potential health effects fromcontam nated water, financial responsibility for the
cl eanup costs, site security, and delays in getting on to the actual cleanup. Major questions and concerns
that were raised during the Septenber 21, 1993 public nmeeting are summarized in the followi ng Section
(Section I11).

111, SUMVARY CF MAJOR QUESTI ONS, COMMENTS AND CONCERNS

Prior to the Septenber 9, 1993 through Cctober 8, 1993 public comment period, several residents and | oca
officials expressed concern over the apparent |ack of security at the Fried Industries Site and also the
amount of tinme that had el apsed since the discovery of hazardous materials on the Fried Industries property.
However, the nost significant concern expressed by citizens and Township officials was the potential threat
to municipal wells, and to the Farrington Lake public water supply, frommgration of

contam nants in the groundwater. Furthernore, many Townshi p residents believe that they should be rei nbursed
by any Potentially Responsible Parties (PRPs) for the costs they incurred in connecting to the Township's
public water supply.

Concerns raised during the public informati on neeting, held on Septenber 21,1993 to discuss the selected
remedy, are addressed and summari zed bel ow.

1) COMMENT:  Several residents expressed concern that contaminants fromthe Fried Industries Site would be
left in surface soils and could potentially migrate in the groundwater to the MIIltown Reservoir or the
Raritan River. They asked if volatile organic conmpounds (VOCs) are still found on-site, and if fish in the
MIltown Reservoir or in ponds on the Fried Site have absorbed contam nants that could present a health
hazard to someone eating the fish.

RESPONSE: Based on the results of the RI/FS, it wuld take a nunber of years for the plune of
VQCs- cont ami nated groundwater to reach surface waters if no renmedial activities take place. Because of the
relatively high volatility of some of the contam nants, nmuch of the VOC contam nation has dissipated fromthe
surface soil. According to the Ri sk Assessnent, the VOCs still remaining in the subsurface soil are present
in concentrations that do not pose significant threats to human health and the environment. Simlarly,
concentrations of VOCs found in pond sediments and the pond surface water do not pose any significant threat
to human health. As a result, eating fish taken fromthe |arge pond on the Fried property does not pose any
appreciable health risks. It should be noted, that sone soils which contain higher concentrations of VOCs
wi Il be excavated to accelerate the tinefranme for renedi ating VQOCs- cont am nat ed gr oundwat er

2) COMMENT:  Several residents expressed concern that arsenic contamnation in the soil doesn't dissipate
over tine, and wanted to know how EPA intends to di spose of this contaninant.

RESPONSE: EPA intends to excavate and renove surface soils where high concentrati ons of arsenic



contam nation were discovered. After excavation and transportation to an EPA-approved off-site facility, the
arseni c-contani nated soil would be stabilized. Stabilization is a process in which the excavated soil is

m xed with chemicals and water, becomes bound within a solid natrix, and thereby i mobilizes the arsenic.
The stabilized soil would then be transported to an EPA-approved landfill for final disposal.

3) COWENT: A resident commented that since his well is 115 feet deep, it seens |ogical that surface
contam nation fromthe Site would be present in his well and asked if his well would becone clean after the
arseni c-contanminated soil at the Site was renoved.

RESPONSE: EPA initially assuned that problenms with area drinking water wells were the result of
contam nation fromthe Fried Industries Site. However, data obtained during the renedial investigation
clearly shows that groundwater in the immediate vicinity of the Site flows in a direction away fromthese
wells. The contamnation in these wells does not come fromthe Fried Industries Site, but from some other,
as yet unidentified, source. Therefore, the cleanup of the Fried Industries Site should not have any effect
on the quality of water fromthese |ocal deep bedrock wells. In addition, EPA has received data fromthe
M ddl esex County Departnent of Environnental Health (MCDEH) that indicates wells in the imediate vicinity of
the Site that were fornerly contamnated, currently exhibit very low, if any, |levels of contam nation.

4) COMMENT: A resident wanted to know the origin of contam nants detected in his well, supposedly
contam nated with detergents such as those manufactured by Fried Industries.

A) EPA RESPONSE: The substances referred to were nost |ikely not detergents, but solvents such as
et hyl benzene and chloroform EPA is not certain of the origin of these contam nants. However, recent
information provided by NJDEPE suggests that the contam nati on nay have origi nated fromthe nearby M ddl esex
County Parks Departnent facility where a | eaki ng underground storage tank probl em nay have existed in the
past. A suggestion was nade that concerned residents call the MCDEH to have their wells re-tested.

B) NIDEPE RESPONSE: During the investigation of the Fried Site, it was discovered that, in 1990, while
renmovi ng underground storage tanks, a |eak of 4,000 gallons of gasoline was recorded at the nearby
M ddl esex County Parks Departnent facility. It is unknown how | ong these tanks may have been | eaking. The
area has since been paved over. The M ddl esex County Parks Department recently devel oped a proposed cl ean-up
pl an.

C MDEH RESPONSE: It has al so been found that, on occasion, |ocal septic systens, and substances that
may have been dunped into them can be the source of contami nation in area wells. The MCDEH has not tested
wells in the area for about a year, but will test anyone's well free of charge upon request.

5) COWENT: A resident asked if berylliumthat was found at the bottom of the ponds on the Fried
Industries Site, will be renedi at ed.

RESPONSE: EPA' s investigation included a R sk Assessnent to determne the potential risks to public
heal th and the environnment from each substance of significance. Berylliumwas detected in the pond
sedinents, but it does not present a level of risk to public health or the environnent that requires renedi al
action.

6) COWMENT: Several residents expressed concern that EPA's investigations may not have been conprehensive
enough to allow EPA to state the Fried Industries Site is not responsible for the residential well

contami nation found in the vicinity of the Site and that EPA did not install nonitoring wells that are as
deep as local wells.

RESPONSE: Prior to the R, general area hydrogeol ogical information indicated that groundwater on the
Fried property flowed toward Fresh Ponds Road. Based on this groundwater flow configuration, contam nation
was considered to be a result of Fried Industries activities. EPA conpleted a conprehensive, two-phase R at
the Site, and deternined that contaminated residential wells in the area are upgradi ent, hydrogeol ogically,
fromthe Fried Industries Site, meaning that the groundwater flowis not in the direction initially supposed,
but rather is flowing away fromthese wells. Therefore, EPAis confident that contam nants fromthe Site do
not flow towards these bedrock wells.



7) COWENT: A resident asked what contam nants were detected in the contam nated on-site groundwater and
what the contamnant |evel was at the | eading edge of the groundwater plune.

RESPONSE:  Several contam nants were detected, including benzene, toluene, 1,1, 1-trichloroethane, and
vinyl chloride. Vinyl chloride is nost likely the chem cal at the forward edge of the groundwater plume
because it is a very fast noving conpound in groundwater. The groundwater plume defined by vinyl chloride is
presently confined to an area entirely within the Fried property boundaries. Vinyl chloride was detected at
a concentration of |less than one part per billion (ppb) at Wll #10-D, |ocated at the |eading edge of the
pl ume, which is bel ow t he EPA-established Maxi num Cont am nant Level (MCL).

8) COWENT: A resident asked about State of New Jersey standards for vinyl chloride in groundwater and
whether the vinyl chloride will sink as it migrates with the groundwater.

RESPONSE: The State of New Jersey's groundwater quality standard for vinyl chloride is 0.08 ppb, while
the federal standard is 2.0 ppb. Vinyl chloride is present in concentrations that are too lowto forma
separate liquid phase, but will continue to mgrate with the groundwater.

9) COWENT: A resident asked if the on-site drainage is surface or subsurface.

RESPONSE: The drai nage being addressed is prinmarily surface drai nage. There are a nunber of narshes and
swanp areas on the Site as well as a large pond. Two-thirds of the Site is considered wetlands, and the Site
is drained by several streams that flow into Lawence Brook, a tributary of the Raritan R ver.

10) COWMENT: A resident asked if EPA was going to renove structures and storage tanks located on the Site.

RESPONSE: EPA concl uded that the structures conprising the building conplex do not pose any significant
threat to hunman health and the environment. However, during the renedial action, it will be necessary to
denol i sh these structures in order to facilitate the use of heavy equi pnent, minimze inpacts on wetl ands
areas, and enhance the safety of |aborers working at the Site. The underground storage tanks and tank car
still remaining on-site will be investigated during the design phase to determne if their contents, and/or
any associ ated soil contam nation, should be renoved.

11) COWMENT: Several residents commented about the potential volunme of soil to be excavated at the Site and
asked if EPA intends to restore the areas of contam nated soil that will be excavated and renoved.

RESPONSE: EPA intends to renove approxi mately 900 cubic yards (cy) of arsenic-contaninated surface soil

fromthe Site. |In addition, approximtely 2,700 cy of VOC contaminated soil will also be renoved. After
conpl eting the excavation, clean fill material will be transported to the Site and used to fill-in the
excavated areas. Enough clean fill will be used to restore the excavated areas to the existing topography.

12) COWMENT: A resident expressed concern that the proposed cl eanup nay have sone additional effects not
consi dered by EPA, such as the creation of nmajor truck traffic problens in the residential area in the
vicinity of the Site.

RESPONSE: EPA is aware of the linited access available to trucks and heavy equi pment. During the
speci fic engi neering design of the remedy, EPA will discuss issues relating to potential traffic routes,
safety, security, and contingency plans with the public and representatives of the Township. Through careful
pl anni ng, the inpact of renedial construction activities on the community will be minimzed as nuch as
possi bl e.

13) COWMENT: Several residents asked if EPA was influenced in its selection of renedial alternatives and
the selected renedy by potential future uses of the Site. Questions were also raised about the Site's
possi ble future uses. A resident stated that residential, park, or passive recreational uses nay be
desirabl e.

RESPONSE: The area surrounding the Fried Industries Site is primarily residential, so there is a high
potential for future residential use of at |east part of the Site property. Therefore, future residential



use of the property was considered in the R sk Assessnent; renedial alternatives, including the preferred
alternative, were devel oped which would allow residential use of the property in the future. Since nost of
the Site is considered to be wetlands, the nunber of potential future residences may be linted. The Site is
still owned M. Fried, and EPA does not intend to assume ownership of the property in the future. |If
ownership reverts to the Townshi p, perhaps passive recreation nay be a nore appropriate use.

14) COWMENT: A resident asked if it was possible to drill further through the bedrock and find another
groundwat er aqui fer.

RESPONSE: EPA's investigation of the Site geohydrol ogy indicates there is no groundwater aquifer bel ow
t he deep bedrock aquifer.

15) COWMENT: Several residents expressed concern about the time needed to clean up the Site, that EPA nay
be wasting time, and that clean up actions nay not be instituted.

RESPONSE: A No Action alternative is included in all of EPA's Proposed Plans, nornally for conparative

analysis only. 1In the case of Fried Industries, EPA will be undertaking remedi al work based on the risks
associated with potential future ingestion of groundwater volatile organics (VOCs), dernmal contact w th VCOCs,
and inhal ation of VOCs, as well as ingestion of arsenic-contaninated surface soil. The preparation of a

detai | ed engi neering design and the conpl etion of renedial work does take tinmne.
16) COWMENT: A resident asked when EPA woul d begin Site remedi ation.

RESPONSE: For the Fried Industries Site, the estimated tinme required fromthe start of the renedi al
desi gn, through design conpletion, to the beginning of the renedial action, is approxi nately two and one-hal f
years.

17) COWENT: A resident asked about EPA' s experience with groundwater punp and treat systemns, the
ef fectiveness of these systems on contaninants, and the rate of success using this technol ogy.

RESPONSE: EPA is using this renediation technol ogy at numerous sites. Each systemis specifically
desi gned based on the hydrogeol ogi cal conditions and contam nants encountered at the site. During the
renedi al design stage, the details of well locations, well depths, punping rates, and the on-site water
treatnment process systemw ||l be determined. At other sites, the effectiveness of punp and treat systens
vary, based on local site conditions and the cleanup |evels required.

18) COWMENT: A resident asked if EPA woul d have protective neasures in place on the Site while excavating
to prevent volatilization of on-site contam nants.

RESPONSE: EPA selects a site renmedy and fornul ates the design for cleanup of a site in coordination
with NJDEPE to ensure that appropriate neasures are taken to protect on-site workers and to prevent potential
airborne mgration of hazardous substances that mght pose a threat to the health of nearby residents. These
nmeasures woul d be inplenented to ensure conpliance with various Federal and State regul ations. The specific
protective neasures to be used at the Site during the renmedial action will be determ ned during the renedi al
desi gn.

19) COWMENT: A resident asked if EPA considered the use of biorenediation as part of the Fried cleanup.

RESPONSE: Bi orenedi ati on of the groundwater and/or surface soil were elimnated fromfurther
consideration as renmedies during the Feasibility Study screening process. The biorenediation process is only
effective for certain types of organic compounds. Due to the variety of organics detected in the soil and
groundwater at the Fried Industries Site, and the wi de range of concentrations present, biorenediati on woul d
not be practical. Furthernore, some of the conpounds found at the Site are not bi odegradable, so additional
treatment, such as air stripping or carbon adsorption, would be needed in addition to a biorenediation
process.

20) COWMMENT: A resident expressed concern that air stripping nay not be adequate to renove |ower-|evel



concentrations of volatile contam nants.

RESPONSE: EPA and NJDEPE proposed carbon adsorption for the groundwater renedy at the Site, although
air stripping woul d have served equally well in renmoving the volatile contam nants. EPA and NJDEPE proposed
t he carbon adsorption system based on costs.

21) COWMMENT: A resident asked about the potential problens with establishing who is responsible for the
contam nation at the Site.

RESPONSE: M. Phillip Fried has been identified by EPA as the only PRP. Since M. Fried is financially
unable to fund the cl eanup, the renedial design and renedial action will be funded by the Superfund.

22) COWMMENT: Several residents asked about the total costs of cleaning up the Site, whether the Superfund
programwi || have sufficient funds to conplete the cleanup, and if local or state officials could aid in
movi ng the cl eanup al ong nore expeditiously.

RESPONSE: EPA' s total expenditure to date, including the Renoval Action, both phases of the renedi al
investigation, and the Feasibility Study, is approximately $4.5 nmillion. It is estimated that it will cost
approximately $11 mllion to i npl enent the sel ected renedy and conplete the Site cleanup. Local and State
officials do not control the federal funding process. EPA has not had nuch of a problem funding renedial
designs or renmedial actions in the past. However, many Superfund sites nationw de are currently reaching the
remedi al design and renedial action stages. Although EPA does not currently foresee any problenms with the

fundi ng of the remedial action at the Fried Site, EPA cannot guarantee that funds will be avail able since
EPA' s annual budget is contingent upon Congressional approval. In cases where the availability of funds is
limted, EPA prioritizes the funding of sites based upon risk posed by the site, i.e., those sites which pose

the greatest risk receive funding first ("worst sites first").

23) COWMENT: A resident suggested that EPA spend |l ess than the projected $11 mllion on cleanup of the Site
to standards that would permt future residential use, and instead, conduct the cleanup of the Site to |esser
standards and create a park in the area for nei ghborhood residents with excess funds.

EPA Response: The Superfund | aw was not witten by Congress to allow that kind of decision or
expenditure. EPA's actions are based on risks to public or the environnent, and site renediation activities
nust be designed to neet specific Federal and State standards for cleanups. Under the Superfund, funds are
al l ocated for protecting the public health and the environment from contam nated Superfund sites, and cannot
be made avail able for other expenditures.

24) COWMENT: A resident expressed concern with the quality of the air on and near the Site.

RESPONSE: Based on data obtained during the initial investigation (Phase | R), there are no
indications of any problens with air quality on, or in proximty to, the Site. Any potential air pollution
probl ens were elimnated when the druns, containers, |aboratory chemcals, and other above-ground sources of
contam nation were renoved during the Renoval Action conpleted in February 1992.

25) COWMMENT: A resident asked if the Site was accessible by area residents since soil contanmination is a
maj or concer n.

RESPONSE: The Site property is presently accessible to those who choose to trespass on the property.
However, the entire building conplex and i nmedi ate area, which present physical hazards, are enclosed by a
security fence. During the Renoval Action conpleted in 1992, a |large nunber of druns and vessel s containing
concentrated chemicals were renoved fromthe Site for off-site treatnent and disposal. At that tinme, in
addition to the fence that still remains, EPA placed guards on the Site to restrict access to areas posing
significant risks to human health and the environnent. Once the Renoval Action was conpl eted, there was no
need to restrict access because the risk of exposure to significant |evels of contam nation was elim nated.
The guards were consequently renoved.

26) COWMMENT: A Resident asked what was the vertical profile of contaminants in the groundwater?



RESPONSE: The vertical profile of the groundwater contam nation was not investigated because the
saturated thickness of the upper aquifer was Iimted. Al the shallow aquifer wells were screened the full
vertical depth of the aquifer, so the whole aquifer was sanpled. A so, wells were dug into the bedrock
aqui fer to collect groundwater sanples over the full vertical depth of bedrock. Thus, it was not possible to
differentiate contam nant concentrations in the bedrock aquifer on the basis of depth.

27) COWMENT: A resident asked what was the expected path of the contani nated water plune, and why does EPA
expect that the plume will mgrate as far as predicted?

RESPONSE: The path of contam nated groundwater migration is to the north-northeast. EPA has not
determined how far the plune will ultimately mgrate. At the present tine, the data indicates that the
contam nated groundwater plume still lies well within the boundaries of the Site property. Based on the
potential risk of drinking contam nated groundwater under a future use scenario, EPA and NJDEPE sel ected a
groundwater alternative to remedi ate the plune of contam nated groundwater.

28) COWENT: A resident asked whether the rubble pile contributed to the surface soil contam nati on found
at the Site?

RESPONSE: The rubble pile consists nostly of highway dividers, barriers, and other highway construction
debris. The rubble pile does not contribute to the contam nation problens at this Site.

V.  WRI TTEN COMMVENTS AND RESPONSES:

A letter, dated Septenber 28, 1993 (Appendix A), was submitted during the public comrent period. The
following is a summary of the witten comments in this letter, and EPA's responses to those coments.

1) COWENT: Wiat is therisk if the Site were left as it is? If the risk is high, why can't the
contam nated soil be excavated i mediatel y?

RESPONSE: The R sk Assessnent evaluated the risk to residents for various exposure scenarios. The
car ci nogeni ¢ and non-carci nogeni ¢ risks caused by ingestion of, contact with, and inhalation of volatile
organi cs fromthe groundwater exceeded acceptabl e health based | evels. There were also localized areas at the
Site which contained arsenic-contaninated surface soil at |evels which were of significant concern to EPA and
NJDEPE. Since the Ri sk Assessnent indicated that health based | evels, groundwater quality standards, and
MCLs were exceeded, EPA and NJDEPE have determined that renedial action is necessary. The renedial action
shoul d comence in about two and a half years.

2) COMMENT: Wy can't EPA elimnate the fence and the hazardous substances warning signs?

RESPONSE: Township officials requested as much security as EPA was able to provi de under the Superfund
law, and specifically requested the presence of warning signs to alert people to the presence of hazardous
substances. The fence was installed around the central building conplex to keep trespassers out of the
structurally unsafe buildings and to provide an added neasure of protection fromexposure to any renai ni ng
hazar dous subst ances.

3) COWENT: How can EPA assure people they should not fear the Site?

RESPONSE: Based on the i nformati on EPA has coll ected, and on the results of the R sk Assessnment, it is
evident that the type, anount, |ocations, and concentration of contam nants present at this Site do not
currently present a significant threat to human health under existing uses of the Site. |In addition, warning
si gns have been posted on and around the Site. However, there are public health and environnmental risks
whi ch do need to be addressed, especially if the land is to be used for residential uses in the future. This
is not an unlikely scenario, since the mgjority of the land surrounding the Site is used for such purposes.

4) COWENT: G oundwater cleanup, via the selected remedy, may take thirty years. The witer asked that
EPA get off the Site as soon as possi ble so the nei ghborhood can return to normal.



RESPONSE: As indicated previously, EPA nust inplenent the selected renmedy to prevent unacceptable risks
from several exposure pathways caused by the contam nated groundwater. To clean up the groundwater to a
| evel which neets all applicabl e EPA and NJDEPE standards nmay take up to thirty years. During the renedial

design, additional data related to the bedrock aquifer may provide a better estimate of time required to
conpl ete the groundwat er cl eanup.
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APPENDI X A
Cl TI ZEN COMMENT LETTER

105 Fern Road
East Brunsw ck, NJ 08816
Sept enber 28, 1993

M. Thomas Poruczni k, Project Manager
U S. Environnental Protection Agency
26 Federal Plaza, Room 711

New Yor k, NY 10278

Dear M. Porucznik:

| amsorry | mssed your neting on Septenber 21, 1993.

I have an interest with others in the property adjoining Fried and have been very famliar with the
Fried Site.. W have exam ned the EPA reports and understand the actual area of land affected is a very
smal | part of the entire tract. W were also inpressed with past statenents by EPA officials that one woul d
have to eat dirt for days in order to becone ill.

The point is what is the risk fromleaving the site alone? If great, what is wong with digging out the
dirt pronptly and either replacing it or extending the existing pond? The nei ghborhood has had a pall cast
over it and the question is whether this shoul d becone permanent.

Wiy can't you take down the fence and horrid warning signs? |If the site is not a toxic avenger, what

can you do to assure the nei ghborhood and the world that the site is not a Love Canal but a place where there
shoul d be no fear?

So, we nust strenuously object to the thirty (30) year programyou espouse. W inplore you to get
out of there as soon as possible so the nei ghborhood can get on with life.

I would like to know when you will be having another meeting so we can get sone answers.
Very truly yours,

CARMELO R LARI A



APPENDI X B
PUBLI C MEETI NG ATTENDANCE SHEET

<Fi gur e>

APPENDI X C
TRANSCRI PT OF PUBLI C MEETI NG

STATE OF NEW JERSEY
COUNTY OF M DDLESEX
TOMSH P OF EAST BRUNSW CK

IN THE MATTER OF:

FRI ED | NDUSTRI ES SUPERFUND
SI TE PUBLI C MEETI NG

Transcript of Proceedi ngs

East Brunswi ck Munici pal Conpl ex
Seni or Center

2 Jean Walling Gvic Center Drive
East Brunswi ck, New Jersey
Tuesday, Septenber 21, 1993

BEFORE:

ANN RYCHLENSKI, Community Rel ations
Coordi nator, U S. EPA Region 2

CHARLES TENERELLA, Section Chief,
Superfund, U. S. EPA, Region 2

TOM PORUCZNI K, Proj ect Manager,
U S EPA Region 2

MARK MCOESE, EBASCO

PAUL MARSENI SQN, Superfund, U.S. EPA
Regi on 2

RUTHANNE UNGERLEI DER, C. S.R
LI CENSE NO. Xl 01634

SCHULMAN, O CCARELLI & W EGVANN
CERTI FI ED SHORTHAND REPCRTERS

2 LINCOLN H GHVAY, SU TE 405
EDI SON, NEW JERSEY 08820

(908) - 494 - 9100



I NDEX

SPEAKER PACGE
Ann Rychl enski 3
Charl es Tenerella 8

Tom Por uczni k 12, 26
Mark Mbese 17
Davi d Ross 29
Joseph Romrero 30

Al do Cresti 36
Anthony G rinzo 41

Dan M CGowan 50

Ant hony Ri ccobono 54
Sandy Hobart 60

Mar cel i as Janeson 67

M. Spillatori 73
Larry Schrager 75
Charl es Bruno 88
Robert Chozi ck 91

M5. RYCHLENSKI: Good evening. | want to thank you all for com ng out here tonight. M nane is

Ann Rychlenski, and I'"'ma Comunity Rel ations Coordinator with the United States Environnental Protection
Agency, Region 2.

Tonight we are holding a neeting here to discuss EPA's proposed plan to clean up the Fried
Industries Superfund site right here in East Brunswi ck. Before we get into the neat of the neeting | just
want to tell you a couple of things: Back there is a table with some sign-in sheets. Please sign in and
pl ease print your name and your full address so that we can keep you on our mailing |ist.

There are handouts out there also. W have handouts that will chronicle all of the presentations
that are given here tonight so you can follow along with the slides as they go on

W al so have copi es of the proposed plan so you can take a good look at it in nore detail, and we
al so have neeting agendas so you can see what's com ng up as we go al ong

Al so, you probably noticed that we have a stenographer here tonight. This lady is here to take a
transcript of this meeting. W are taking public comment, that's why we have a stenographer here. So
what ever questions or comrents that you ask tonight will be going onto a fornal record and those questions or
comrents will be answered in a docunent that we call the responsiveness summary that EPA puts out after
receiving all of the comments regarding this proposed plan. So in order to get a clear transcript and to
nake certain that we answer all of your questions properly, if you would please, if you do have a question
hold themuntil the end of the neeting and then please stand and speak clearly and pl ease gi ve your nane so
that our stenographer can get everything down accurately.

W do have a public commrent period on the proposed plan. And as | nentioned, we take comments
here, but we also take witten comment. W have a public comrent period that ends on Cctober 8, 1993. So if
you want to wite your comrents regardi ng our proposed plan tonight, you can do so. Make sure that everything
i s postnarked by the end of business on Cctober 8th, and you can send your comments to Tom Porucznik, who is
the Project Manager, and Toml s nane and address appear in the proposed plan back there
So make certain that you do get a copy.

In addition, we do have an infornation repository here. Now, information repositories are
establ i shed for every Superfund site by EPA so that you can exanine all of the docunents that are pertinent
to the site. There are an awful |ot of docunments that are involved with every Superfund site, nost of them
are highly technical and rather conplex. They cannot all be presented here, however, we always have them



avail able to the public for the public's examnation if you want to copy pages and take a look at it at
information repositories. And we do have one, in fact, right here at the East Brunswick Library. If you go to
the reference desk and ask for the docunents on the Fried Superfund site, |'msure the reference librarian
will be happy to point you in the right direction.

I just want to go into what our agenda is here tonight and I wll introduce everybody up here,
along with e, from EPA.

We're going to go into an overview of the Superfund process, just a little bit about how Superfund
works and what it's all about. That's going to be given by Charlie Tenerella. Charlie is a Section Chief
wi th Superfund at Region 2.

Then we're going into the site history, background, what's happened out at Fried, howit got the
way it is. That's going to be given by Tom Porucznik. Tomis the Project Manager for the Fried site for
EPA.

Then we're going to tal k about the summary, exactly what it is that we found out there during the
course of our renedial investigation and the feasibility study that we do, and there will also be a
description of the different alternatives for cleanup that we |ooked at. The person that's going to do that
is Mark Mbese, he's with EBASCO and EBASCO is EPA' s contractor on this site.

Then we're going to go back to Tomand Tomwi |l present EPA' s proposed plan or exactly howit is
that we propose to clean up the site and then we'll go into questions and answers. As | said, please hold
all your questions until the end.

In addition, we have here Paul Marsenison. Paul is also with EPA. He's a Project Manager and he's
been working on Fried, as well, along with Tom So you got two very well qualified fol ks here to tal k about
the site and answer your questions and | et you know what we found out there.

I would also just like to acknow edge sonme fol ks that are here. There's a gentleman here, Stan
O cheski, Mddl esex County Planning Board; and then M. Spillatori, he's with the Mddl esex County Depart nment
of Environmental Health.

Do we have anybody here from New Jersey DEPE?

(No response.)

MB. RYCHLENSKI: Anybody el se here fromany state agencies or |ocal agencies?

MR R CCOBONO Tony Ri ccobono, town council man.

MB. RYCHLENSKI: Thank you for attending.

So hold your questions until the end and |'mgoing to turn this on over to Charlie.

MR TENERELLA: | see a lot of famliar faces here. W had an availability about a year ago |
think. | think a lot of you were there, so we'll try to keep out presentation short tonight and then we'll

go into questions and answers and naybe get nore done that way since the group is pretty small.

I quickly wanted to run over the Superfund process and where we are in the process now for those of
you who don't understand it.

Way back when any site is |ooked at for inclusion on the National Priority List to be a Superfund
site for national attention by US EPA, sites are discovered, there's an initial investigation and eval uation
of the site aspects, and between that and the placement on the NPL or soon afterwards,
if necessary, a removal action. Anything that has to get off the site pretty quickly because we think it's a
severe hazard, an inmmi nent hazard that has to be renoved quickly, will be done.



At Fried Industries, as many of you know, that was done a couple of years ago. There was a rather
intensive renoval action at Fried Industries to get nost of the free-standing chem cals out of the
manuf acturing operation there. That's been conpl eted

After that, any site on the NPL goes through a renedial investigation phase. At Fried Industries
that's taken quite a bit of tine because of sone differences in ternms of groundwater flowin this area and
addi tional information that we collected over the |ast couple of years

The renedi al investigation has been conpleted and, also, sonething we call the feasibility study,
whi ch gives us sone ideas about howto clean up the site. Fromthe feasibility study we select an option
that we feel is the best one for cleaning up the site and we present that in the proposed plan, which you
have copi es of tonight, and have a public nmeeting and public conment period, which we're doing now, before
EPA goes ahead and issues its formal record of decision for the site. That will occur in the next couple of
nont hs.

Once we issue our record of decision, that's our |egal docunent and our fornal governnment approval
to, in Fried s case, to spend governnment noney to design the renedy and then actually inplenent the renedy.

You can see fromjust the listing in this chart that a lot of the work in the Superfund program
that gets to a site cleanup has already been done. Fromthe record of decision, which is our inportant

docunent that says this is exactly how we want to do the cleanup, we'll go to a design, which is the
preparation of the plans and specul ati ons, do a bid package, and then after go to construction and then there
may be a |long-termoperation and nai ntenance phase. In fact, there will be here at Fried. After that the

site is conpleted and delisted fromthe Superfund programfromthe National Priorities List.

It's a long process. W have a lot of conplaints that it takes a long tinme to clean up a Superfund
site since the programwas initiated in 1980. W found it's very difficult, a lot of this is very
cutting-edge technol ogy, the kinds of risk decisions that we have to nake are very difficult to make
and sonetines just the contractual and | egal problens that we get involved in on sites it takes a
consi derabl e anount of tine. That's the unfortunate aspect of the programthat's a reality.

Tomis now going to go into the site history and the remedi al investigational briefly on what's
occurred there

MR PORUCZNIK: My name is Tom Porucznik, | work within the Superfund programal ong with the ot her
fellows here except Mark. You have maybe heard this before, but let nme, just like | said, give you a very
brief overview

The site itself is roughly rectangul ar in shape and occupi es approxi mately twenty-six acres | ocated
al ong Fresh Ponds Road. The address is 11 Fresh Ponds Road. O course, it's in Mddlesex County and East
Brunsw ck Townshi p, New Jersey.

There's an entrance over here to the site. This is a dirt road which you can access the site from
Fresh Ponds Road. That's the prinmary access and the only access, actually.

The site itself is conprised of a building conplex over here, where nost of the activity at the
site took place. You also have a nunber of marshes and swanp areas, such as this here and here. You also
have a | arge pond. And, in fact, two-thirds of the site is considered wetl ands.

There are three principal drainage areas at the site. One is this swanp area here, which drains
along this side and down in this direction toward Lawence Brook. This large pond also drains -- in fact,
all three drain into Lawence Brook, but this one here drains like so and joins in with this previously
nenti oned one and then Bog Brook, along this edge here. They all drain into Lawmence Brook, which ultinately
leads to the Raritan R ver

The history of the site is as follows: Philip Fried operated for approximately twenty-four years
bef ore he ceased operations, and that was about 1988. He was involved in the manufacture of a number of



products, including industrial strength detergents, floor finishing products, adhesives, algicides and al so
antifreeze products. Wen he operated there were a nunber of activities that resulted in contanination at
the site, one of themwas di scharging processed waste onto the grounds in this area.

Al so, punping material fromthe warehouse that was often flooded right onto the grounds. |nproper handling
and storage of drums. Also, |leaking drums and rinse water were discarded and | aboratory equi pmnent,

chem cals, were not properly |labeled and they were not, you know, the housekeeping practices

were very poor, as well as several processing and septic tanks located in the inmmediate vicinity of the

bui | di ngs.

In 1983 along Fresh Ponds Road a nunber of hones, apparently, had taste and odor problens in their
residential wells. The County and the Township took sone sanples and, in fact, it was corroborated there was
a problem Five of those homes, in fact, had chloroformand up to two hundred fifty parts per billion in the
residential wells.

Since that time the Township has placed themon public water supply.

In Decenber 1983 ten agencies in cooperation with the County and in cooperation with the Township
descended upon Fried and did an extensive survey and investigation of the site and determ ned that, yes,
there was contanmination of the site and that ultinately lead to the site's listing on
the National Priority List. It ultimately was finalized on the Priority List in June of 1986

That brings us up to where EPA got involved with the remedial investigation phase, and at this
point 1'd like to turn the talk over to Mark Mese.

A VO CE Quick question

Wien you said drainage, all that drainage, how nuch of the drainage is surface drai nage, how rmuch
of the drainage is subsurface?

MR PORUCZNIK:  I'Il answer this question, but I'd like to refrain fromanswering any further ones
until the end of our discussion

Al that | discussed just nowis all surface drainage. Again, this is a surface marsh and it drains
along this seamhere, which at tines runs dry. There's also a pond which drains across the site in this
direction, |eading up somewhere in this area. Then, of course, here, Bog Brook, coming on this end of the
site, and that nerges with the other two, which ultinmately flow into Lawence Brook and then to the Raritan
Ri ver.

Again, those are all surface waters that | discussed

MR MXESE: Wuat I'dlike to do is briefly go over the work which EBASCO has perforned at the site
as part of the renedial investigation and then go into the discussion on the feasibility study that was
per f or ned.

Over the course of the work on the site during the renedial investigation EBASCO has conducted many
and nunerous types of tests and collected nany sanples. W started out doing a geophysical survey of the
site looking for buried material, evidence of buried drunms and so forth. W then ended up going through a
soil gas survey to try to define hodge podge or areas of soil contamination on the site

Based on these first two tests we ended up collecting two hundred and ni nety-eight soil sanples on
the site for chem cal anal yses. These were conprised of surface soils, soils fromtest borings, subsurface
soils, as well as nonitoring well soils, soils fromdrilling the monitoring wells.

In addition, we collected ten sanples fromthe taps of hones al ong Fresh Ponds Road and Dutch Road
during the course of this investigation

Based on the geophysical surveys we excavated nineteen test pits at various |ocations around the



site |l ooking to determ ne what the EBASCO anonal i es nay have been that we discovered. W did a well
inventory to exam ne the usage of groundwater in a five-mle radius fromthe site. NJ DEPE just this past
summer did a brief investigation, | believe it was in July, of soil concentrations of contam nants or other
conpounds in and around the Fried site. EPA s Edison branch cane out and did what is known as a streamrapid
bi 0-assessment to try to determne the inpact of the Fried Industries site on Bog Brook and the other

drai nage areas in and around the site

Fromthe nonitoring wells which we installed on the site we collected two groundwater sanples, we
col |l ected one hundred air sanples during the course of this investigation for chenical anal yses, sixty-six
surface water sanples fromthe various brooks and streams and the pond, forty-nine sediment
sanpl es, seventeen w pe sanples in the building where we would go in and collect contam nation off the walls
in the building. W performed an aquifer punp test, which was used to try to characterize the groundwater
characteristics for the aquifer so that EPA would try to choose an alternative during the feasibility study.
We exam ned and re-exam ned the inmpacts of the contamination on the site flora and fauna on the site. In
addition, part of the renedial investigation is a risk assessment, both the
human health and an ecol ogi cal risk assessnent.

The risk assessnent eval uated health risks to people from groundwater, surface soils, subsurface
soil, surface water, sediment, the ingestion of fish fromthe streams and ponds, anything that was found in
the air was | ooked at, as well as if the town or a contractor was to build hones on the site, if any of the
subsurface contam nation would | eak into the basements of these buildings and cause a potential problem

Based on the risk assessnment it was determned that there was an unacceptable risk to the |evels of
contami nation found in both the bedrock groundwater and the shall ow aquifer groundwater at the site, and
al though the soils indicated risks within EPA's risk range, both EPA and NJ DEPE had concerns about the
el evated concentrations of arsenic at sone specific locations in the surface soil and are proposing with DES
and the proposed plan to hel p renedi ate t hose areas.

Based on this we're | ooking at contanminants of interest for the site and the site soils. W have
sone volatile organics at some |ocations and arsenic in the groundwater. The primary problemis due to the
vol atil e organi c conpounds.

And the building and tanks and so forth, there are sone concerns as of this nonent.

Based on the |levels of the contanination found in the site soils, these are the areas that during
the feasibility study we're | ooking at for renediation purposes. This one here, this |ocation here, here
here, and part of here are arsenic contam nation areas. Were this one, this one, and
part of this one, again, are volatile organic contam nation areas.

Also, as a result of the remedial investigation the areas within here is the suspected or known
area of the surface water aquifer contam nation fromthe surficial aquifer with the bedrock aquifer being
assuned to be sonewhat simlar, but not as well-defined as of this tine, with groundwater flow going off to
the northeast off of the site

The next part of the work that was perforned by EBASCO was to do the feasibility study.

The first stage of the feasibility study is to screen and exani ne technol ogi es and process
materials on how to clean up the contamination of interest at the site. This slide here is for soil, I'lI
show you anot her slide next for groundwater.

EBASCO consi dered everything fromno action, fromnot doing anything further at the site. Using
limted action, institutional controls, which is to just post warning signs, naybe put a fence up and have
reviews of the contam nation |levels every five years. Containnent of the soil contam nati on was exam ned
t hrough use of several capping nmethods, either soil, clay or synthetic nenbranes, however, it was felt, at
least with the capping alternative, the capping technologies, that it wouldn't have been effective for this
site because it would not have reduced the | eachate of contami nation to groundwater fromthe soils. Renova
of the soil is generally one that would be to excavate it off out of the areas



Several ways of treating the contam nated soils was | ooked at. Incineration, oxidation, soi
washi ng, using mcrobes for biodegradation processes or vitrification of the soil

A lot of these were not considered any further after this because they're just not technically
feasible to do it at this location

Wth the groundwater, again, we were required to |ook at no action, limted action alternatives,
and then went into other site specific nethods as contai nnment, using sheet piling or slurry walls of some
sort to try to contain the upper aquifer groundwater or the bedrock groundwater, however, due to the fact
that there's obviously, sone sort of a connection between the upper aquifer and | ower aquifer these woul d not
be technically feasible to try to contain that at this point in tine.

Extraction, dewatering and punping of the aquifers, this would be presurmed acceptable for the
bedrock aquifer. The results of the aquifer punping test, which was done during the renedial investigation
showed that it would not be an appropriate nethod to do for the surficial aquifer.

Treat nent of the groundwater, everything fromair stripping, chemcal precipitation, carbon
adsorption was consi dered, source control. This was to | ook at specific areas of soil on the site that nay be
high and then treatment of that soil and then disposal of both the water and/or the soil. W |ooked at
either sending the water to a |local waste water treatnment plant, which we called the local facility, they
woul d not accept the treated or untreated water, or sending it off to a TSD facility, or just discharging the
treated water to the nearby surface water.

The alternatives which we | ooked at in depth in the feasibility study of the soils were no action
limted action, institutional controls. W exam ned excavation of the arsenic contam nated soil on site
stabilization of that naterial on site, and then disposal of that nmaterial on site once we're finished

The cost range is anything from you know, forty thousand dollars to about seven hundred thousand
dol | ars.

For groundwater we al so exanmined no action, limted action alternatives, and then the other fina
alternative for groundwater was the punping and treatnent of the groundwater with limted source extraction
of sone of the highly contam nated volatile soils and then treating that groundwater with one of two options
either just using activated carbon or air stripping the groundwater.

Again, the cost estinates range fromforty thousand to about twelve nillion dollars for these
alternatives.

What |'d like to do is turn this back over to Tomto discuss the EPA's alternatives

MR PORUCZNIK: Starting with the list of the summary of renedial alternatives that Mark just
indicated to you, you can see that there are four for soil and three basic alternatives for the groundwater.

In the proposed plan that we handed out tonight, on Page 9 you'll notice that there are a nunmber of
evaluation criteria. These evaluation criteria are the criteria used to assess these remedi al alternatives.
And after we conplete the assessment, which can be found in the feasibility study, by the way, which is
located in the repository in the East Brunswick Library, this is what we cane up with. It's actually a
conbi nation of two, as you saw fromthe previous list, one involving surface soil and the other
for groundwater. That involves the excavation of nine hundred cubic yards fromareas of el evated arsenic
contam nation. W would take that material off site and stabilize it off site with ultimate off-site
di sposal

That is alternative SCG4. That's what we designated it as in your proposed pl an
Simlarly, for the groundwater we chose alternative G¥3. That involves extraction of groundwater

fromthe bedrock aquifer and collection of groundwater fromthe shallow aquifer. The conbi ned stream woul d
be treated via netal precipitation, followed by organic treatnent using activated carbon. The treated water



woul d then be discharged to surface water and that surface water would be the Lawence Brook R ver system

Included in this alternative we al so decided to excavate approxi nately twenty-seven hundred cubic
yards of material, of soil that is, fromareas where there's very high concentrations of volatile organic
contanmi nation. That also would be treated off site and di sposed of. That would be, nost |ikely, through
i nci neration.

That's, basically, the preferred alternative that EPA has cone up with in conjunction with New
Jersey DEPE. That's what we bring before you today for comment.

MR TENERELLA: Well, that summary is the selected alternative that we have in our proposed plan.
Bef ore we make our record of decision on that there is a comment period and we are now avail able for
questions on the remedy or the renedial investigation or any other questions you night have on the site
We'd like to take themone at a time and rem nd you that we have a stenographer So pl ease identify yourself.

There will be a transcript of this record in the official admnistrative record of the site. ??
needs to have your name and any other identifying criteria, like a public official or whatever you m ght be,
then we'll answer the questions one at a time W'll also stay as long as we need to ?? answer any questions.
So don't fear a?? lack of tine.

MR RCSS: David Ross, East Brunsw ck. The address is on the sign-in sheet.

In the SCG 4, does that include the renoval of those buildings back there and the underground tanks?

MR PORUCZNIK: It will include -- first of all, we have to take a | ook at those tanks. The
bui | di ngs thensel ves will probably not be renoved based on risk. W may renove them because they may be a
threat to the actual renedy. In other words, when bulldozers and heavy equi pment get in there we nay have to

nove the buil dings and obstructions out of the way.

MR TENERELLA: As we go on in our cleanup a reninder is, we don't own the Fried Industries site,
Phil Fried still does own the property. So we will go in on the site and cl ean up environmental hazards,
hazards to public health. Anything that is an eye sore, for exanple, is not something that we'd be nornally
eligible to just clean up

The structural integrity of some parts of the building are a little bit questionable, so when we
have heavy equi prent there we nay have to take themdown just for the safety of the workers, but that
woul dn't be the intent of the cl eanup

MR ROVERO  Joseph Romero, East Brunswick resident and nenber of the Environnental Conm ssion

I have to leave in about five mnutes for sonething else. That's ny problem but |'msorry about
that. | just have sone questions. Sonme nmay be rel evant and sonme may not be.

Ni ne hundred cubic yards doesn't sound like a heck of a lot in relation to what has been descri bed
as the problem And | was here at the previous hearing, so | just would like to conment on that.

MR TENERELLA: One of the reasons it took us so long to do our renedial investigation, in fact,
for those of you who have sone famliarity of the site over time, it's been a couple of years and, actually,
it's been put into two phases, there was sone question as to what we mght find on the site because of the
erratic kinds of activities that m ght have been perforned either in the buildings or surrounding the
buil dings. That's why the renoval action for this site -- that's why we went in and took out the tanks and
concentrated chemcals, vials and bottles of different chemcals in the building. It was such a concern for
us. And that alone took over a year or so to conplete

That's all been done. W wanted to make sure that we didn't have any kinds of concentrated
chem cal s that night have been spilled around the building. W thought we m ght have some ot her problens
areas, and it turned out, based on our risk calculations for the problens we had renaining after renoval took



pl ace, that the najor problemwas fromarsenic in the soil. One single very specific problemw th one
chem cal, one netal, arsenic. That's why you see just those snall concentrated areas renoving the arsenic in

the soil.

The VOCs, which show up in the soils, also didn't show up in the groundwater. W want to protect
t he groundwater supply.

The one slide that you did see that Mark put up had a big sort of blobonit. It didn't really
have a real clear sense of the groundwater flow It didn't appear well on the projection, but it's in the
not es.

The groundwater flowis not going, as | think sone of you are aware now, is not going toward Fresh
Ponds Road as we had originally assuned when we did our early investigation, but, rather, --

MR, MOESE: Northeast.

MR TENERELLA: So we're doing a groundwater protection based on probably industrial activity on
the site that caused those kinds of chemcals to spill into the soil and then hit the groundwater. There is
no risk inthe soil fromthe VRGs or the volatile organic chemcals that we found there, but it will be
quicker in terns of a renedy and nore efficient to take a certain amount of concentrated soil with VOS out
before we start or concur with starting our groundwater punp and treat renedy, and that's why we're
taking that additional soil.

The real thermal kinds of activities are associated with the hot spot, and that's what we see
remaining on the site. That's after a quite extensive study to nake sure we don't have any surprises on the

site.

MR ROVERO Just a couple nore questions. | think you answered one of them which is who owns the
site. | take that to be Fried

MR, TENERELLA: He owns it now.

MR ROVERO | don't know how he cones to deserve to continue to own the site, but naybe that's off
the point of this neeting. But the following question which | want to ask is, to what extent are your
alternatives influenced by what kind of use this site mght be put toin the future, that's a question; and
then, are they influenced at all; and then the followi ng question is, what uses would this site have in the
future?

MR TENERELLA: The assunptions we made based on the surrounding area is that it would be for
residential use just because the surrounding area is nostly honmes and not industrial, just because it's zoned
that way now. So our assunptions were for the nost rigorous cleanup, which for us would be a residentia
criteria, and that's what we're using.

Now, Phil Fried owns the site right now \Wether he would continue to own it because of |ack of
paynent of taxes or sonething |like that is another question. EPA would not take ownership of the site at any
time in the future. It wouldn't be our site other than just take responsibility for the cleanup of the
property. The property would, theoretically, be able to revert back to tax rolls if the Town took it over
for nonpaynent of taxes in the future

The reality in terns of it being a residential cleanup for our criteria purposes is different from
the reality that it's sitting in a wetland. |In fact, half of these buildings are sitting in water. 1|t made
it alittle difficult for us to get around on the site. There's a very high water table on the site and it
probably woul dn't be easy to construct houses on a large part of the site. |In fact, that was the problemwe
had in setting up our remedies. One of the reasons we're doing a lot of off-site work is, we don't have a
lot of dry land, basically, to establish a set of treatnent systens on the site and still be able to stage on
the site. There's not enough roomthat's dry, and |I think that's going to be a probl em
realistically for land use on the site too.



ROMERO Could the site be used for passive recreation?

TENERELLA:  Yeah

2 3 3

ROMERO  Li ke fishing and boating and what ever?

MR TENERELLA: Yeah. Wth sonme assunption that Phil Fried is not continuing for one | egal reason
or another to own the site | suspect that would nake an excellent use of the site, and the kind of
remedi ations we're doing will allow for that.

MR CRESTI: A do Cresti. | live on Fresh Ponds Road, Nunber 24.

You nentioned the product industrial cleaners, like floor cleaners and kinds of detergents. Those
things are all water soluble. Now, these were manufactured |ess than thirteen years ago on the site.

MR PORUCZN K  Up to '87

MR CRESTI: |t has been raining since then, so none of the stuff has been washed away. 1Is there a
possibility that so much of the stuff has been |l eft behind in the surface?

MR PORUCZNI K:  That was only some of the materials. He also produced al gicides, also produced
adhesi ves and other materials too. Al so, there was a | ot of druns that were found on site, twelve hundred
that were renoved during the renoval action that contained a tremendous array of chemicals. There was a |ot
of different chemicals and they weren't all water soluble, believe ne

MR CRESTI: Then you nentioned vol atile organic conpounds. Typically, if they're volatile, they'd
be going away in the air. You still find then?

MR PORUCZNI K:  Yes, especially when you go down deeper into the soil. You' re correct when you
nmention that a lot of the volatiles have dissipated fromthe surface soil, naybe the top two, three, four
feet, but when you go deeper it's still found there in significant anounts.

MR CRESTI: Wuat I'mdriving at is, as the pond exists now | see people fishing. Evidently the
fish nust be living. Also, the Raritan River, do we find traces of the chenmical all the way down to those
sites?

MR PORUCZN K | think what you were referring to a second ago, this pond over here, renenber that
this pond is really upstream |In other words, the pond flows in this direction, and all the drai nage fl ows
really away fromthe pond. So you really don't have any significant cross contam nations coning fromhere to
here. There is a little bit flowing in this direction here, but, really, this is sort of |like an isolated
system al nost over here to a certain extent.

MR CRESTI: |If you go down to MIltown, this water drains into MIItown.

MR PORUCZNI K:  You nean down here?

MR CRESTI: Right.

Agai n, people do fish. Any problen?

MR PORUCZNIK:  Correct nme if I'mwong, Mark, but based upon the information that we found in the
remedi al investigation, there's only very, very snmall quantities of contam nation, especially organics, down
here. In the future, if we do not do anything, the groundwater -- do you renenber the

plune that was shown up on the screen before, the blue plume?

The blue plune is actually groundwater contamination and it's the extent of something |ike this.
That will continue to drive in this direction and the groundwater plune and groundwater table are being



pi nched out and upwards. It will eventually enter the surface water, but at this point it hasn't yet in
significant quantities whatsoever. | don't know when, but naybe several years from now, naybe ten years from
now contam nation will reach there in very significant quantities.

Am | correct?

MR MOESE: Yes.

MR CRESTI: Also, how about the arsenic conpounds which you nentioned? Arsenic is a netal, it's
not going to go away. Wen you take it away where does it go? Were do we put it?

MR PORUCZNIK: In this particular case what we decided to do is to renove it off site and
stabilize it. That's a process by which, in this case, arsenic is sort of put in some kind of a matrix and
it's unable to nove, it's unable to be nobile, for that matter, or to be in contact with anybody. So it's
taken off site, also, and will be disposed of appropriately so that it can't be of any danger to anyone.

MR TENERELLA: There are approved landfills, industrial landfills, that will accept that kind of
material once it's stabilized, which is just to fix the arsenic in place. It's not like we take it in
soneone el se's backyard and dunp it there.

MR CRESTI: The arsenic concentration is stable, it's not changing over several years? It's still
around the sanme concentration as it was originally?

MR MARSENISON:  Right. The arsenic will never go away. The stabilization is really like a
concrete block. The soil is mxed in, and it looks like a concrete block, and then we'll dispose of it in
that landfill and it just stays there.

MR CRESTI: Once that gets renoved the earth around it is going to be clean?

MR MARSENI SO\ Right.

MR G R NZGO Anthony Grinzo, 12 Fresh Ponds Road.

M/ well is a hundred and fifteen feet deep. W found all this stuff inmy well. | had originally
sanpl ed and gave it to M. Sabo in Mddl esex County when all this started.

MR PORUCZNI K.  That's back in 1983 you mean?

MR G R NZG Yeah, even before that.

I can't understand why if it got back into ny well, which | live across the street fromFried, a
hundred and fifteen feet down, why it couldn't be in that pond because that pond is spring fed and all the
wat er tables down there. |It's got to be, | would inmagine, getting into that pond because if that pond

cleared up, then ny well should be cleared up, no?

MR TENERELLA: Two comments on that: First, on a risk basis, Mark, | don't renmenber what the risk
anal ysis was on the sanpl es.

MR MXESE: Very |ow
TENERELLA: The sanples were very | ow.
MOESE: Very | ow.

PORUCZNI K:  There is some contamination, but it's very, very small.

3 % 3 3

TENERELLA:  Unl i ke what you woul d drink.



There's a difference between contamnants in terms of edible fish and drinking water. |'mnot sure
we considered the pond's water drinkable for that reason.

Al so, we were surprised because of the kinds of problens we saw in hones al ong Fresh Ponds |ike
yours. There was an assunption because of the activity at Fried that the groundwater flow and the general
flowin this whole area is that way, from say, Fried toward your house, that nust have been the cause. So
our initial renedial investigations were directed to an assunption of groundwater flow towards Fresh Ponds
Road.

The initial investigations proved us wong and that in the general area the flowis that way, but
specifically around Fried the flowis up away from you.

MR G R NZG Yeah, but that has nothing to do with the underground waters.
MR MCESE: Bedrock al so.
MR PORUCZNI K:  Let ne show you what Charlie just said.

Again, originally the groundwater, based upon all the information we have fromthe USGS and
al so, | think, some local studies, | think it was Leggett and Shears, | forget the name, they indicate that
groundwater flows in this direction, however, we found in the snall area of the Fried Industries site that
the groundwater does not flowin this direction, it flows in this direction. Roughly paralleling al nost the
surface water drainage flows in this direction.

The bedrock aquifer also is a few degrees off, but they' re basically both flowing in this
direction, away fromthese hones.

MR G@RNZO Now, is there a chance in the future of our wells clearing up after we get this
arsenic out?

MR, TENERELLA: Not fromFried Industries.

Just like in doing our investigations, as we di sprove even our assunptions that your problens were
caused by Fried Industries, the cleanup at Fried Industries isn't going to solve your problens now because,
obvi ously, there's a source of contamnation that's hitting your wells that's not Fri ed.

MR GRINZO It's not?

When | originally took my well for testing | had it done by New Jersey Dairy Labs. They told ne
what was in the water before | knew what Fried was making, and it was the sane thing, it was industrial
detergent, all purpose cleaners, stuff like that. That's what New Jersey Labs told me. | didn't even know
what Fried was naking. | knew what he was nmking before | went down to talk to him

MR PORUCZNIK:  May | ask you a question? Just out of curiosity, have you had your well sanpled
recently?

MR G R NZG No.

MR PORUCZNI K:  The reason |'m asking that, we have some data fromlocal sources that does indicate
that there's far less contamnation and a lot of wells that were contam nated don't even have any
contami nation anynore. | would suggest nmaybe contacting maybe the Township or the M ddl esex County
Departnent of Environmental Health maybe to look into that a little further. That would be one possible
alternative.

MR TENERELLA: Sone of the contaminants that were found are relatively comon in industrial use or
industrial debris or things like that. It could be conming fromanother kind of an operation. You still get
t he same ki nd of chemicals.



Very clearly, and, again, it took us a while to figure that out because the assunpti ons we nade are
the assunptions you're naking, Fried Industries is not the source of contam nation.

MR G R NZO You're talking groundwater. Now, you can stand in ny front yard and you can tell

that groundwater is not going to flow to ny house because Fried is not directly above me. | can look at it
and --

MR PORUCZNIK: Isn't your well a hundred and twel ve feet deep?

MR AR NGO A hundred and fifteen.

MR PORUCZNI K. | guess what you were referring to before is surface grade?

MR G R NZG |'mnot talking about surface.

o

PORUCZNI K:  What |' m saying, just because your house appears to be higher up than Fried, that
doesn't nean that you couldn't have it flow That's not the case.

MR GR NGO |I'msaying it could. |'msaying once you get down a hundred and fifteen feet, |ike
at the bottomof nmy well, nmy water table that I'mon and the water tables that he m ght be contami nating
could be all level, on the sane table.

I"'mnot educated in this field, but I"'musing just a little bit of common sense. |If he's dunping

it, it's washing through and it's going down a hundred feet or washing into a table that may be
streaming into mne, I'mgoing to get it.

MR TENERELLA: That is what we analyzed. |In fact, Mark, do you renenber the exact well |ocations
and the kind of readings you were getting to show the trend?

MR MXESE: W had installed right here, right at the corner, a shallow well and a deep well. The
deep well was drilled at approximately fifty to fifty-five feet beneath the bedrock. Same thing with the
well here, which is 5D. W have another one back here, which is 14D, and another one over here, which is
10D. Well 1D has | ow concentrations, some benzene. 5D is clean. Nothing.

MR G R NZO How deep is that one?

MR MCESE: Sane as the other one.

MR GR NGO Fifty-five feet?

MR MXESE: Fifty-five feet beneath the bedrock.

So you're tal king, probably, at that point along Fresh Ponds Road, | think we had twenty feet of
sand before we hit the clay, so you' re | ooking at seventy-five to eighty-feet deep.

AVOCE Isn't it possible that if you drill ten feet nmore that you coul d have broke through the
so-cal | ed bedrock into another groundwater aquifer?

MR MOXESE: Not with the geology that you have on the site.

This well, 14D, which is behind the building, is highly contam nated. 10S or 10D, | should say,
has | ow | evel s of contam nati on.

Again, 5 here has nothing. So it's basically, you know, based on the well water elevations of
these wells, it indicates the bedrock does flow -- it's a couple degrees off fromthe surficial aquifer, but
al nost north, northeast.



MR G R NZO You can understand where we're coming from | had ny well tested. They told ne

there is an industrial detergent in your water. | went down to talk to M. Fried. He hands me a bottle of
it. "Here, try one of ny products." | said, "I don't need it, |'ve been drinking it."

MR PORUCZNIK: I'd just like to mention one other thing.

I know, again, | had some data given to nme from M ddl esex County Department of Environnental

Health. Although it may not involve your particular health, it does indicate that in that general area that
the homes that were contaminated at one tine do seemto have, if any contam nation renaining, very |ow
| evel s.

So | was going to say that maybe you shoul d, you know, contact M ddl esex County Departnent of

Health and see -- | don't know what the scenario is to naybe have your well retested, if you have to do it
yourself or if they do it as part of a testing routine or procedure every few years, but check with them and
see. | think the first step would be to retest the well first and see whether or not you still have

cont am nati on.
MR MGOMN. Dan McGowan.

You told this gentleman that Fried Industries is not the reason why his well was polluted with the
detergent. Now, if Fried Industries wasn't, then who was? Wiuere did he get these liquid detergents, like
anti-freeze and the other chemnicals you tal ked about?

MR PORUCZNIK:  First of all, | don't think it was detergent. | think the contam nation that was
present was ethyl benzene, benzene. Going back to 1983 | think we're tal king about chloroformin those five
hones.

Again, | know what you're trying to say. |If it's not Fried, then who is it?

We're not sure, to be honest with you, right now because we have been primarily involved with Fried
and Fried is a problemonto itself, however, there are other possibilities. 1'd like to nane one. |It's just
a possibility but it's been cleaned up. That particular facility is the Mddl esex County Department of
Par ks.

It's a possibility. W do understand that going back several years ago that there was a problem
with their storage tanks and it's been fixed since then, but it is possible that at one tinme they coul d have
been the source. Again, | enphasize could have been the source. W don't know for sure because we're
involved with Fried right now It's possible maybe it would be a good idea to talk to New Jersey Depart nent
of Environmental Protection & Energy about that when you get a chance.

MR MGOMN:. You also tal ked about if you were going to clear the groundwater system and if you
were not, the contami nants were going to continue into the MIIltown Reservoir where they fish and all that.

What happens in five years when, say, that contami nation goes into the MIItown Reservoir and where
they drink and where they fish and what happens if the probl em becomes worse instead of taking care of it
now, instead of wasting another five years on research?

MR PORUCZNIK:  |'mnot sure what you nean by "the MIIltown Reservoir."

MR TENERELLA: You nean if once we do our renedy if there's still a problen?

MR MGOMN  You said we might not clean it up. You said if we clean this up.

MR TENERELLA: | think what Tomwas suggesting to you is that in our choices one of the choices we

have is not to take an action. And the problens that we have are potential problenms for the future as the
groundwat er noves, therefore, we will take an action here as opposed to not taking an action.



MR MGOMN: Then you're still wasting another five or six years.

MR TENERELLA: No, we are deciding nowto take that action because of that potential. In addition
to that we have sonmething called a five-year review at all our Superfund sites once we take our action. |If
sonething is not working quite well, if we're not getting our chemcals out or there's still risk, we'll go

back and review the site again.
MR R CCOBONO Tony Ri ccobono.
How soon do you think you could start remedi ation at the site?

MR TENERELLA: What's been happening lately is the design turn around, |'d say, is about two to
two-and-a-hal f years. 1In terms of getting all the plans and specs and everything in order in the design.
Fried Industries right now, because Phil Fried is not a najor conpany, we don't have any maj or costs invol ved
to establish their liability for cleanup.

MR R CCOBONO You don't have the litigation problens that you would nornal ly.
MR TENERELLA: Exactly. And that's pretty clear with us right now

So we'll go ahead in funding it under the Superfund programfor redesign and then renedi ation.
Because of the scale of renedy here it will probably go to the U S. Arny Corps of Engineers for bidding for
the design. W're going to have to wait. W're at the end of our fiscal year right now W're coning to our
decision on Fried with the record of decision sonetine in the fall, | guess, now. The next concern would be
appropriations.

MR RICCOBONO | was just going to say, how is your funding at this point in tinme? That's another
questi on.

MR TENERELLA: |'mnot sure what's going to happen in this next fiscal year on funding. |n past
years we have not had a probl em fundi ng our designs or our actions innmedi ately when we needed to. W' re not
sure yet if we're going to have a problemthis coning year. So that's a little bit of an open question right
now.

MR R COOBONO How would this site fit in with your other sites, the fact that it can be
remedi at ed, you can get a good renediation, you can stop it fromreaching the streans and whatever? How
would it affect it that way?

MR TENERELLA: COver the years it's taken a long time on a nunber of Superfund sites to do the
remedi al investigations to determine the cleanups. A lot of those sites, including Fried, have now gone
t hrough that pipeline and are backing up into design and construction and we're seeing a problemnationally
in terns of the anbunts of noney avail able for design and construction for the first tine. In past years
there was plenty of noney in those pots avail able because a lot of sites weren't hitting that area yet. Now
all of a sudden there's a glut of sites hitting that area.

MR RICOOBONO Is there any possibility of local officials or state officials to try and nove
things along? | mean, we have an environnental vice-president now.

MR TENERELLA: We're hoping that we won't cone to a point where we have to nake those kind of
choi ces anong sites in terns of on a risk basis which one is going to go into design first. R ght noww're
sort of at a wait-and-see attitude in the agency. W never had a problemlike this before. W're just a
little hesitant to promise that everything is going to be fine this year. W're hoping that it

will pass through and we'll have a sufficient anount of noney. One advantage for Fried right nowis we don't
have litigation issues. That will sinplify the timng problemof getting it into design with the Corps.
We'll at least get it into that process a little quickly.

MR RICCOBONO The nine hundred cubic yards, is that a fixed figure, is it an arbitrary figure,



woul d you go beyond that if necessary?

MR TENERELLA: We'Il probably lock into a tighter figure during design, but it won't vary too nuch
fromthat figure.

MR R CCOBONO The ponds and the fish, you said fish were tested, how did they show up?

MR MXESE: No, we didn't do tests on the fish. Wat we did was, we assuned bi o-accunul ati on of
the fish of the contamnants in the water and the sedinents. The chemcals that were found in the sedinents
were both naturally occurring netals and what-have-you and it didn't pose a problemto a person eating fish
fromthe pond.

MR RICOCOBONO You referred to berylliumat the bottom of the ponds, in the sedi ment of the ponds.
Did you do anything for the renmoval of that or not?

MR PORUCZNIK:  No. | believe that the berylliumwas a principal contam nant, but at the sane tine
didn't present any risk that required renedy.

MR TENERELLA: Qur risk figures are pretty conservative. | nean, for cancer risk, for exanple,
it's oneinamnllion, around that range, when we woul d consider taking an action. And we have sonet hi ng
call ed a hazard index for non-cancer risks and they're pretty low That allows for those kinds of

assunptions where the data mght be a little inprecise to nmake sure if we're going to error at all, we're
erroring to the side of public health or environmental protection as opposed to making a decision that's not
protective enough. If we tend to be guilty of anything in our risk managenent decisions, it's to be nore

careful than less careful in case there's sone variance in the data.

MR R COOBONO Wth your air sanpling did you see any problens off site?

MR MCESE: No.

MR RICOCOBONO None at all?

MR MOESE: Those were collected prior to the druns being renoved fromthe site in 1989 and ' 88.
MR R CCOBONO  Your disturbance of the site, you'll take all the proper precautions?

MR MOESE: W have to during our work.

MR R CCOBONO  Thank you.

MR HORBAT: Sandy Horbat. | teach environnental science. |I'm Chairnman of the Environnental

Commi ssion in East Brunsw ck.

Wien you tal k about renoving the cubic yardage at the bottom the excavation is twenty-seven
hundred cubic yards. |'massumng that's also soil, but it's partly groundwater. Twenty-seven hundred cubic
yards is a neasurenent for solids usually.

MR MXESE: Soil.
M5. HORBAT: But in this case that's one way to treat the groundwater, by renoving that soil.

MR TENERELLA: We're renoving the soil as a principal source of groundwater. Sonetines it's
easi er to punp harder and get the groundwater and other tinmes it's easier to take the soil out, it's nore
effective to treat. |In our discussions with the New Jersey DEPE we came to a determination that in this case
soil removal is the way to go for the parts of the VOCs and it will increase the efficiency and decrease the
tine available to do the punp and treat systemin the groundwater after it.



W didn't want to mislead you that it was a risk basis, unlike the arsenic. The arsenic renoval of
soils is arisk basis. W want to get those portions of soils out because of levels. In the VOC renoval
it's to effectuate the cleanup of the groundwater. It doesn't nean if soneone is out there touching the
ground in that area where there's VOCs or sonething there's a problem

MR HORBAT: As you renmove this stuff and | guess in nost cases you're tal king about taking it off
site, it's going to remain off site, do you have any obligation to replace that amunt of ground that you're

renovi ng?

MR TENERELLA: |t depends on the site, whether we bring in clean fill, whether that's needed or
whet her we just redevel op topography that's there. Basically, reconfigure the site alittle bit.

It depends on the site.

MR MOESE: We included fill.

MR HORBAT: The contaminants that you tal k about are al so the contam nants that we hear nentioned
in wells and so on and so forth. Wiat's the general density of those contam nants? Wuld you say they're
greater than water or less than water; and if you drop these contam nants into water, will they tend to sink
to the bottomor will they continue to float on the top?

Did you nake any generalization? Wuld some of them be nore dense, some of theml|ess dense?

MR R CCOBONO Most of them are nore dense.

MR HORBAT: More dense?

MR RICCOBONO  Right.

MR HORBAT: You have to realize that there's a |ot of people that hear you saying that Fried is
not the cause of this contamination in wells. | don't know what the average depths of these wells are. |
mean, | hear one man saying a hundred and fifteen. Do you know?

A VO CE Two hundred.

MR HORBAT: | don't know if anybody el se has any data on wells, maybe you guys know, but to me
there's a lot of people that may just never believe you unless you go down a hundred and fifteen feet or two
hundred feet and check down there.

| personally believe that maybe you' re m ssing sonething. You can sit here and say that the data
that you collected does not indicate that Fried is contam nating, but you're also talking to me mainly about
surface water, surface water that has becone groundwater and naybe has gone down only to the eighty feet that
you tested.

You know, for you guys to sit there with fair assurances that Fried is not the contam nant site of
these wells, | just don't see how you can because you only have one well that's close to the road and it's

only eighty-five feet deep according to what you just said.

MR MARSENI SO\ You have to renmenber, though, that even though they may be lighter or heavier than
water, the groundwater gradient is still away fromthose wells. There's no way those contam nants can nove
upstream

MR HORBAT: There nay be breaks in the bedrock that |link one aquifer into another aquifer.

MR MARSENI SON:  The bedrock is all one aquifer until you --

MR GRNZO But it's all sugar sand out there.



MR MARSENISON:  It's all fractured bedrock. |It's all interconnected. There's no way you can nove
up gradient, it has to go down.

MR G R NZO Once you get down a hundred and fifty feet there is no up and down, right?

MR MARSENI SO\ Absolutely there is. There always is. |If you think about a stream if the stream
is flowing in one direction, no matter how far down you go in the streamit's still flowing in the sane
direction.

MR G@RNZO |'mnot criticizing what you' re saying or saying you' re wong, but what's to say that
a hundred and fifteen or two hundred feet down that streamis not running in the opposite direction across
our wells? It's kind of obvious we all came up with the sanme results, the same contam nants.

MR TENERELLA: If this area -- for exanple, there are two aquifer systens in the area. |If this
area had three aquifer systems, then your anal ogy would be correct, that we sanpled the top one and the
m ddl e one and you're tal king about a | ower one which is going this way, where the nmddle one is going the
opposi te way.

That's possible if you had three, but in this case we only had two aquifer systens. Once you hit a
defined aquifer the flowis stable in a direction. Once you have a streamthe water flows in a given
direction. Sane thing in aquifer segments in discreet aquifers. So here we know we have two.

There's another site that | work on that | have four. So | have four zones in the aquifer all
operating different ways. Very confusing and we see that kind of situation happening, but that's very
unique. Here it's two. That's how we're sure about the aquifer and the flow of that in the direction of
that | ower aquifer here going away fromthe site.

Wien we first did our remedial investigations we nade the sane assunptions you did, that the
general flowin the whole area is toward Fresh Ponds Road. You got contaminated wells and we got Fried
Industries, Aplus B, sitting there. Not a problem Wen we started |ooking at the area — that's what took
so long. It was alnost three million dollars, which is quite a lot of noney for a renedial investigation for
a site of this scale and size. One of the reasons was, groundwater was assumed to flow one way and we
provided that it was going the other way. That's why we're very confident with it
now, but it took us some time to make sure we were confortable with that. We didn't come to that decision
very lightly because it took us a nunber of years.

MR R CCOBONO Tony Riccobono again, town council man.

I think what |'mhearing here, though, is you cane down to solve our problem you found the Fried
site, you're fixing that. That's nice, but what about mny probl en?

I think that's what |I'mhearing. Nobody is using those wells, thank God, but what about ny
pr obl en?

MR G R NZO At our own expense.
MR JAMESON: Marcelias Janeson from New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection.

Wien we were taking a look at the problemw th Fried we found no connecti on between the home across
the street and the Fried property. As we wal ked along the street we saw there was anot her buil ding besides
there, that's the Departnent of Parks building. County Parks Departnent. And we were noticing that there
was fairly new pavenent and it | ooked |ike some work had been done there. W started checking around. W
come to find out they have underground storage tanks. |It's gasoline. So we did sone additional checking
with their underground storage tank program which is called BUST. W come to find out in '90 there was a
recorded | eak. That was recorded by the Department of Parks.

The Departnent then went out and did a |l eak test on the tanks, found that the tanks were not



sufficiently sealed, pulled those out, and at the tine they were pulling themout a |leak did occur. About
four thousand gallons of gasoline.

That may not be your current problem but what we're saying is, | don't know how | ong those tanks
were there. | don't know how | ong those tanks were underground. So it's a possibility that they |eaked
sonetime in the past. But the situation nowis that the underground storage tank programis handling it. As
a matter of fact, there is a plan put together by the County of M ddl esex Departnment of Parks to renediate
that problem

Now, if you say you're finding gasoline-type products in your wells --
A VO CE Industrial detergent.

MR JAMESON: -- | can't answer that, but what | can say is, that is one additional situation that
could be occurring. Now, there nmay be others.

MR RICCOBONO It could be occurring, but he'd like to find out where it cane fromin the first
place. | think he'd like to see that so he can feel confortable and | think he has the right to do that.

MR JAMESON: Wiat we're trying to do is give as much informati on as possible.

MR R COOBONO W're not going to stop at Fried. W found that it's not Fried, let's see what's
happeni ng next.

MR JAMESON: The health department is probably your next option, and you mi ght want to get your
wel I's checked again. Also, I'lIl give you the nunber and nane and you can contact the underground storage
tank program

MR G R NGO W received a letter |last week fromthe County. They want to cone and do tests on the
wells in our yards. |Is that you?

MR JAMESON: No, we're with the state. The health departnent has their own.

MR MGOMN: You tal ked about how you disagree with this nman's statement that it could be from
Fried's chemcals that's contam nating wells, but then you're refusing to even go check it.

The other man's over there is two hundred feet deep. Wy not dig a well two hundred feet deep or
how deep the deepest well is across the street and then decide for yourselves and then you can tell these
homes, "Ckay, Fried Industries is not contam nating your wells, it's some other place"? You go to the County
Par ks and check out the underground tanks then.

It sounds like you spent so nuch noney now, why not spend a little nore to re-assure what these
peopl e were drinking before is not fromFried and not the chenicals that he was dunpi ng?

MR TENERELLA: We've done the tests we felt that are necessary. | don't know if anybody here can
give you a better anal ogy and explain to you why we think technically or why we're sure of ourselves. W've
done enough tests on the groundwater to be very confortable --

MR MGOMN Wiy not be positive?
MR TENERELLA: As positive as one could be scientifically in terns of the data we' ve taken.

I don't know how to answer your question any nore than that. There is nothing to point for us in
terns of the scientific evidence that we've collected, and that's after two renedial investigation cycles
because of our own questions along that line to say that there's a problemin the wells. W tried to explain
this aquifer systemto you in terns of how groundwater flows and why you can make those scientific judgnents.
I"mnot sure how el se to convince you. W can't just go out and spend noney because soneone says, "l don't



like what | heard scientifically, spend sone nore noney."

I don't understand the question, | guess, or the problemyou're having with it.

MR MGOMN: These people are not sure whether their wells are being contaninated by Fried or not.
You say it's not, but then, again, your wells are only eighty-five feet deep; whereas, their wells are two
hundred, a hundred and fifteen feet.

Wiy not go to that point and re-assure, spend a little nmore of the taxpayer's noney, and then it
woul d satisfy the honmeowners. It also would save you noney in the long run. |If private testing is done and
it was fromFried, then it mght save you a |ot nore noney in the end.

MR PORUCZNIK: I'd like to nention one thing. Mybe nmention Dick Spillatori. He sent ne sone
data about a year or two -- about a year ago. Apparently, the County has tested a lot of the wells in this
general vicinity and there may not even be a probl em now.

Maybe, Dick, do you mind if | refer that to you to maybe say a statenent on that?

MR SPILLATORI: R ght now we haven't tested in that area at |least for a year. Anyone that woul d
be interested in having their wells tested we'd be nore than happy to send soneone out to do the
t esting.

What we found on several occasions is that a lot of times the cause of some of the contanination
probl ens coul d be one septic systemand what coul d have been dunped into it in terns of a cleaner. Sonetines
they have alter organics or volatile organics in those type cleaning agents which could contribute to the
problem | say could because anything could contribute to a problem

MR PORUCZNIK:  What | had in mnd, though, renenber you sent nme a package on wells based on data
in'90, '91, '92? | was trying to conpare those simlar wells to the data we took in '89.

MR SPILLATORI: | don't know the nunbers in terns of the concentration. | could find those
figures out.

As | nentioned, anyone that has a well that's not in use or used for irrigation, we'd be happy to
test it. That's free of charge. You just have to call our office.

MR SCHRAGER Larry Schrager, 40 Livingston Avenue, New Brunsw ck.

On the di agram where you showed the groundwater contam nation plume --
MR PORUCZNI K:  The one that was bl ue?

MR SCHRAGER  Yeah, the one with the blob overlying the site.

What was the contam nant ?

MR TENERELLA: How did we define the plume by contam nant ?

MR SCHRAGER Wiat was the contami nant that you used to define the plunme? You have multiple
cont am nant s.

MR PORUCZNI K:  There was a nunber of contam nants that we used to define the plunme, benzene,
tol uene, soluene, 111 trichl oret hane.

MR SCHRAGER Wiat was the contam nant that defined the plume that you drew?

MR MXESE: It's not a single contaminant. |It's based on, basically, what we found. Either the



upper aquifer would intersect the surface water or it, basically, reduced to al nost nothing at that point.
MR SCHRAGER At the |eading edge of the plume then what is the contam nant?

MR MXESE: | believe it was nost likely vinyl chloride that may have al ready reached 10S or 10D.
It's a very fast noving conpound in groundwater.

MR SCHRAGER 10D is a deep well?

MOESE:  Yes.

SCHRAGER: Was the concentration higher in the deep well than in the surficial well?

MOESE: No, 10D was probably one or two parts per billion, which is well below EPA's NCL |evel.
SCHRAGER Ten or two --

MOESE: One or two micrograns per liter.

2 % 3 % 3

SCHRAGER  So either equal or twice the state Iimt for that contam nant?

MR MCESE: The Jersey groundwater quality standards for vinyl chloride is point zero eight, the
federal is two. The maxi num observed in the surficial aquifer is five hundred parts per billion.

MR SCHRAGER So that's six or seven tines the state limt?
MR MXESE: Right, with the quantitation limt being five.
MR SCHRAGER Being five?

MR MCESE: Being five parts per billion.

MR SCHRAGER  You nentioned you were surprised that you found groundwater flow com ng upward
toward Bog Brook. Now, that groundwater flow is, presunmably, not carrying vinyl chloride. 1Is the vinyl
chl ori de sinki ng?

MR MOESE: No, it would still follow the groundwater flow.

MR SCHRAGER Wiat |I'mtrying to get to is, what is the vertical profile of the contaninants and
do you have a breakdown?

I imagi ne these reports are very vol um nous and thorough, but of the different contam nant plunes
because to show us an anal gam of the plunes really doesn't tell us about what's happening with the different
chem cal s and the chem stry of the area.

This plume is a result, presumably, of maybe twenty or thirty or nore years of disposal on the site
and the extent of the plune is, basically, within the site. Now, of course, that's rebutted by some peopl e
in the audi ence and, certainly, I"'msure it will be sonething that you | ook at later on. But if the plume
has renmained within the confines of the site, what is the tracking over tine of where the plune will be and
why do you presune that the plune will travel as far as it is if that plunme diagramthat you' re showing is
accur at e?

It seens either the plune diagram should be rmuch | arger or the assunptions about the renedi al
effort are overstated.

MR MXESE: | think what's inportant to point out here is, what happens is, as you go north al ong
the site you no |l onger have an upper aquifer. Well, 10D is out in alnost the northern nost corner of the



site. There is no surficial aquifer there. Wen we drilled, we drilled through probably six feet of sand
before we hit clay. |In that six feet of sand, at the surface of the clay there may have been a little
noi sture in the sand.

MR SCHRAGER  Wien did you hit bedrock?

MR MXESE: 1'd have to check the logs. | don't remenber off the top of ny head how deep bedrock
was, but it's definitely closer than it is over this portion of the site.

What happens is, bedrock rises as you get out in this area. It's relatively deep here and it's
shal | ow here. The upper aquifer thickness at well 7S fromsurface to clay is six feet.

MR SCHRAGER So it's presunable, actually, that there could be notion along the interface of the
surficial systemand the shal e below, and that m ght explain why some of the people on the opposite side of
Fresh Ponds Road --

MR MXESE: W have bedrock wells on the site.

MR SCHRAGER Wl |, you described the contour, the upper surface of the bedrock, to ne.

MR MOESE: But the bedrock flowis still north, northeast.

MR SCHRAGER That's flow in the bedrock, not at the interface. And if he's picking up at a
hundred and fifteen feet --

MR MOESE. The interface of the sands and --
MR SCHRAGER -- and the surficial aquifer.

MR MCESE: You have up to thirty feet of clay in sonme areas here of thickness between the
surficial aquifer and the soil.

MR SCHRAGER W al so know that the bedrock aquifer is contam nated.

MR MOESE: Well, underneath the building area you do have a fairly thin level of clay, which
either was reached during the clay mning operations or it could have traversed the clay sonehow

MR SCHRAGER Fractures in the clay.
MR MCESE: Fractures in the clay.

It's still not going to -- | nean, the wells here that were screened are screened right on top of
the clay at these |ocations.

MR SCHRAGER  Your shall ow wel | s.
MR MOESE: Yeah.

W see no contamination over here at all. | nean, these wells are perfectly drinkable in the
surficial aquifer.

MR SCHRAGER Are they
<M ssi ng Page>

traffic. There's concerns about the roadway.



One of ny other questions is, who do you consider to be nbst egregi ous and why?
I know that there were children --

MR TENERELLA: Your questions are getting so long it's hard to give you definitive answers. Can
we take these one at a time and careful ly?

Let's start with the renmedy and burden on truck traffic

W're well aware of that. W're well aware there's |limted access in and out of this area and it's
arelatively residential area. That's a down side.

No more than in terns of trucks coming in in residential and construction of building hones, but
truck traffic, heavy equipment, that's going to happen

We recognize that in any residential area where we have to do a Superfund site and renediation
What we'll do in design is cone back to the Town during the detail ed design activities to discuss things |ike
traffic route, safety, security, contingency plans for the site and those kinds of things. W're very aware
of those things even when we sel ect those kinds of renedies and we're | ooking for other alternatives to get
around that where we can, and where we have to do excavation, limt the area where we excavate, limt truck
traffic, reschedul e.

A lot of that detail we don't put into our record of decision other than the conceptual remedy,
but, certainly, the design activities, we'll be back again to discuss those.

MR SCHRAGER Is the site still accessible to people in the area?
MR TENERELLA: |If they really want to get on it, sure
MR SCHRAGER Because it seens like if soil contami nation is one of your great concerns --

MR TENERELLA: W don't have an acute problemanynmore. W did at one point and that's why we did
the renmoval action. That's why we had guards on the site for a while. Once the high concentrated chenicals
inthe facility were renoved, that burden was renoved, and all the problens now are | ong-termchronic or
chronic potential as opposed to sone kind of acute problemwhen we had the chemnicals there.

MR SCHRAGER It would be nice if instead of spending eleven mllion dollars in cleanup and
getting a site that someone will put a new residential devel opnent on, spending a little | ess and perhaps
finding a park or creating a park in the nearby area for all those people that seemso fond of this area

MR TENERELLA: The burden of Superfund is not to renediate
MR RICCOBONO | don't think that's their problem

MR SCHRAGER W all are contributing our taxes to governnent, obviously. Not to make a socia
comrent on governnent, but there are benefits being derived fromchangi ng our choices; and one of themis, if
we see that the route of contamination in this case seens to be centered so nuch around the soil and we know
that the site is used by kids and adults and fishernen, et cetera, that it seens that a nore beneficial use
mght be to try to do a cleanup in the way that preserves sone funds to provide these people with an
alternative to the place they have been going to now, which the EPA has decided is hazardous to one's health.

MR TENERELLA: The Superfund | aw has not been formul ated by Congress to allow that kind of
expenditure and we operate under the law as it's structured by Congress. There's no allowance for doing
sonmething like that in the law. |If you want to suggest that to your Congressnan for nodification to the |aw,
by all neans.

You have to recogni ze that EPA operates under a strict scripture of the Superfund | aws passed by



Congress and regul ations that reflect that, and part of that is a very realistic concern by Congress that
Superfund sites cost a |ot of noney to clean up and there has to be sone reality in terns of the kinds of
noney that are spent with our biggest concerns being protection of public health and protection of the
environnent. And where we can get someone else to pay for it, the conpanies that are responsible, to nake
sure that happens, and where that doesn't happen, to be careful where we can in expending public funds.
Unfortunately, with this particular cleanup, especially, it's going to be funded by public funds. The

cl eanup deci sion doesn't change. Whether the public pays or EPA pays, the policies are set.

It would be nice if we could take sone noney and do other options, that's true in all of
governnent, but that's not how governnent works in any case, to shift noney between prograns |ike that.

MR, BRUNO  Charles Bruno from East Brunswi ck.

What ki nds of experience have you had in punp and treat systems |ike those punp and treat systens
when you have vol atil e organics, heavier organics?

Punp and treat you're going to be renoving the water. Are you going to conme back and watch it
later on and get what's still attached to the soil?

MR TENERELLA: Punp and treats are relative technology. Punp and treats are still going onin a
lot of sites right now.

MR BRUNO What's the rate of success on it? | followed sone of it and sone of it has not been
very successful because you have materials that are not water soluble, they're floating on the top or bottom
Who's to say when you're punping the water out how much of these naterials you' re going to get?

MR TENERELLA: Dependi ng on the geol ogy of the site and design, the punp and treat systemw || be
desi gned to conpensate for sone of that site by site. The biggest question along that line normally is how
effective will a punp and treat be over the long run in terms of getting down to groundwater that's
dri nkabl e.

MR BRUNO | don't know how you evaluate it. I'mnot famliar with exactly how you tested it to
find out whether this process is going to work. I'mnot privy to that information. | just want to know, did
you evaluate it that way?

MR TENERELLA: Conceptually. In design we'll have to get into detail in terms of well |ocations,
punpi ng rates, where the wells will actually be located in terns of depth, those kinds of things. W'Ill be
punpi ng and then treating the water at a plant and then surface discharge in the area.

MR BRUNO Wen you do the excavation of the volatile soil are you going to have sonething to
prevent volatilization to occur?

MR TENERELLA: Yes. Depending on the kinds of levels that we're seeing and, again, in design one
of the things that we do when we are doing our site cleanups is, we have to coordinate all of our designs
very close, not only the selection of the remedy, but the design, with the Departnent of Environnental
Protection & Energy. It might consist of protections for the workers who are right there working with their
head in it, or if there's a potential for any kind of volatiles going off site at any kinds of |evels that
woul d create any kinds of difficulty to the public, then we'll start different contai nnent procedures.

MR BRUNO The investigation, | know he nentioned aerobic and anaerobi ¢ bi odegradation. | don't
know to what extent this was studied. | wonder what the outcone was on tests along those terns?

MR TENERELLA: In terns of the exact treatnment we'll use?
MR BRUNO Biorenediation in regards to soil or groundwater treatnent.

MR TENERELLA: In terms of treating those alternatives?



MR MOXESE: Generally, it was ruled out fromthe feasibility study at the tine because it's evenly
proven for certain types of organic conpounds. Wth the range of organics that we have in the soil or the
groundwat er at these locations we didn't feel it was going to be feasible for this site.

MR BRUNO Maybe when you did the original feasibility study, but at this tine | know that the
B-text products and al so your al gae and hydrocarbons woul d be in groundwater.

MR MXESE: Well, what | could do, | have ny feasibility study lead right here, who's behind you.
He helped wite the feasibility study.

MR CHZICK: Basically, there were no feasibility tests on this particular site. As you pointed
out, yes, bio has been shown now to be effective for B-text conpounds and some of the other conpounds on the
site. The difficulties, biotreatnent is still relatively new technol ogy, particularly in these applications.
So you're hesitant to junp right into it on these sites.

There are sone conpounds on this site that aren't biodegrading, so you need a treatnment subsequent
to the bio anyway. Al so, the concentrations on the site were fairly |ow, which causes problens in
biotreatnment. So since you would need to have either air stripping or carbon downstream anyway and the
concentrations are so low, it's much nore practical to just do that treatnent al one.

MR BRUNO | thought it was nore difficult on air stripping to renove | ower concentrations.

MR CHQZI CK:  Actually, they opted for the carbon, it indicates, probably also for that reason, but
air stripping would get down to treated |evels.

A VO CE How much has it cost so far?

MR TENERELLA: Everything on the site so far?

A VO CE Yes.

MR PORUCZNI K: W spent approximately three million dollars on the remedial investigation and
feasibility study, including both phases. | believe it was approximately one-and-a-half mllion dollars for
the renoval action. So the total would be roughly four-and-a-half mllion dollars of just EPA funding.

MR TENERELLA: That's not a lot of noney relative to other Superfund sites, but that's a |lot of
noney relative to the size of this site and the scale of it. One-and-a-half mllion dollars of a small
industrial site like this is a lot of nmoney, but there was a lot of material to pull out. The renedial
investigation, up to three mllion, is also pretty high for a site of this size.

A VOCE You project eleven million to finish the job?

MR PORUCZNIK: Yes, that's our estimate right now, and that's for the inplenentation.

MR TENERELLA: And that's lowin terns of the average for Superfund cl eanups in New Jersey.

Aver age cl eanup cost in New Jersey runs sonething around twenty, twenty-five nmllion now An average site.
This is bel ow average in ternms of the scale of the cleanup.

MR SCHRAGER Larry Schrager.

You nentioned the extent of soil contam nation. You showed a diagramwith a nunber of boxes and
rectangl es around certain areas. Are those for the cunulative thirty-seven hundred yard excavation?

MR MOIESE Yes.

MR SCHRAGER And you had one pile to the far northeast section of the site. It says, if I'm
reading it properly, "Rubble Pile."



MR MXESE. That's next to it.

That, actually, would be, if you're looking at the figure, to the right of it. This is sort of in between
it. The rubble pile you're looking at is right here, in this area. The excavation area is actually here

MR SCHRAGER (Cnh, so the rubble pile was not contributing in your estimation to the surface
cont am nat i on?

MR MXESE: No, that was all Jersey barriers and such, highway dividers in that rubble.

MR SCHRAGER It sounds like the total cost for the cleanup night run around fifteen mllion
dollars plus. | just thought it was interesting that the approximate cost for building a state-of-the-art
landfill is about five hundred thousand dollars an acre and the Fried site fits right in with that, five
thousand dol lars an acre for a sanitary landfill. It's a little upsetting --

MR TENERELLA: This would not be defined as a sanitary landfill. It would be designed as a

hazardous waste landfill if we had to do that here. Plus, the area would then have to be restricted for
future devel opnent.

MR SCHRAGER |'mnot suggesting that this become a sanitary landfill, |I'mjust pointing out for
the same five hundred thousand dollars an acre we build sanitary landfills.

MR TENERELLA: Wsat |1'mgoing to suggest, |I'mnot sure if there's anynore questions that are of a
general nature, if we want to get into very technical questions, sone other people may not be interested in
them is that we would stay and answer questions, nore detailed questions, if you have them

Does that seem anenable to everyone?

That would break into a nore informal session up here. |f you have sone further questions, we'd be
happy to stay.

Thank you very much for com ng

(Proceedi ngs concl uded.)
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